THE ROLE OF JOHN HUANG AND THE RIADY
FAMILY IN POLITICAL FUNDRAISING

HEARINGS

BEFORE THE

COMMITTEE ON
GOVERNMENT REFORM

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

ONE HUNDRED SIXTH CONGRESS

FIRST SESSION

DECEMBER 15, 16, AND 17, 1999

Serial No. 106-142

Printed for the use of the Committee on Government Reform

&R

Available via the World Wide Web: http:/www.gpo.gov/congress/house
http://www.house.gov/reform

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
66—496 CC WASHINGTON : 2001



COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM
DAN BURTON, Indiana, Chairman

BENJAMIN A. GILMAN, New York

CONSTANCE A. MORELLA, Maryland

CHRISTOPHER SHAYS, Connecticut

ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN, Florida

JOHN M. McHUGH, New York

STEPHEN HORN, California

JOHN L. MICA, Florida

THOMAS M. DAVIS, Virginia

DAVID M. McINTOSH, Indiana

MARK E. SOUDER, Indiana

JOE SCARBOROUGH, Florida

STEVEN C. LATOURETTE, Ohio

MARSHALL “MARK” SANFORD, South
Carolina

BOB BARR, Georgia

DAN MILLER, Florida

ASA HUTCHINSON, Arkansas

LEE TERRY, Nebraska

JUDY BIGGERT, Illinois

GREG WALDEN, Oregon

DOUG OSE, California

PAUL RYAN, Wisconsin

HELEN CHENOWETH-HAGE, Idaho

DAVID VITTER, Louisiana

HENRY A. WAXMAN, California

TOM LANTOS, California

ROBERT E. WISE, Jr., West Virginia

MAJOR R. OWENS, New York

EDOLPHUS TOWNS, New York

PAUL E. KANJORSKI, Pennsylvania

PATSY T. MINK, Hawaii

CAROLYN B. MALONEY, New York

ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON, Washington,
DC

CHAKA FATTAH, Pennsylvania

ELIJAH E. CUMMINGS, Maryland

DENNIS J. KUCINICH, Ohio

ROD R. BLAGOJEVICH, Illinois

DANNY K. DAVIS, Illinois

JOHN F. TIERNEY, Massachusetts

JIM TURNER, Texas

THOMAS H. ALLEN, Maine

HAROLD E. FORD, JRr., Tennessee

JANICE D. SCHAKOWSKY, Illinois

BERNARD SANDERS, Vermont
(Independent)

KEVIN BINGER, Staff Director

DANIEL R. MoLL, Deputy Staff Director

JAMES C. WILSON, Chief Counsel

DAvID A. Kass, Deputy Counsel and Parliamentarian
KRrisTI L. REMINGTON, Senior Counsel
JIM SCHUMANN, Counsel

LisA SMITH ARAFUNE, Chief Clerk

PHIL SCHILIRO, Minority Staff Director

1)



CONTENTS

Hearing held on:
December 15, 1999 ...t e e a e e e e e eanes
December 16, 1999 ...
December 17, 1999 ...ttt et e et anes
Statement of:
Huang, JONN ......cocciiiiiicceeeeeee e s e e eae e e enaaes
Letters, statements, et cetera, submitted for the record by:
Burton, Hon. Dan, a Representative in Congress from the State of Indi-
ana:
Calls and fax transmissions from Stephens, Inc .........cccooceeiiiniinnnnnn.
Exhibit 4 ..ooovoiiiiiiieeeeeeeee e
Exhibit 5 ...
Exhibit 6 ...
Exhibit 7 ......
Exhibit 11 ....
Exhibit 13 ....
Exhibit 15 ....
Exhibit 17 ....
Exhibit 18 ....
Exhibit 19 ....
Exhibit 20 ....
Exhibit 21 ....
Exhibit 22 ....
Exhibit 23 ....
Exhibit 24 ....
Exhibit 25 ...
Exhibit 64 ....
Exhibit 65 ....
Exhibit 67 ....
Exhibit 68 ....
Exhibit 109 ..
Exhibit 167 ..
Exhibit 168 ..
Exhibit 324 ..
Exhibit 328 ............
Exhibits 403-412 ..
Exhibit 439 ............
Exhibit 440 ...................
Prepared statements of ............ccceeeiiiiieiiiiiciee e 8
Chenoweth-Hage, Hon. Helen, a Representative in Congress from the
State of Idaho, prepared statement of ...........cccccovvveriiiiiiiienniiiieiieeeiee e
Huang, John, prepared statement of ...........cccoeeviiiiiiiieiiiieeeeeee e
LaTourette, Hon. Steven C., a Representative in Congress from the State
of Ohio:
D04 V1 o L T
Exhibit 317 ..
Exhibit 318 ..
Exhibit 320 ..
Exhibit 323 ..
Exhibit 337 ..
Exhibit 338 ..
Exhibit 441 ..
Exhibit 442 ............
EXDibits 446—450 ....ooovieeieieeeieieeeieierieeeese ettt st se e nees

Page

239
417

42



v

Page
Letters, statements, et cetera, submitted for the record by—Continued
LaTourette, Hon. Steven C., a Representative in Congress from the State
of Ohio—Continued
Exhibits 452—456 ....cc.ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeieeteeeee e 447
Exhibit 501 ............ .. 352
Exhibit 502 .. ... 355
Exhibit 513 .. 358
Exhibit 525 .. 473
Exhibit 532 .. 475
Exhibit 537 .. 477
Mica, Hon. John
Florida:

EXOibit 81 .o 94
Exhibit 32 .... ... 153
Exhibit 33 .... 151
Exhibit 34 .... ... 155
Exhibit 35 ......cccceeriens e 157
List of 122 individuals ... 35

Recommendation for independent counsel by Mr. LaBella and Mr.
Freeh oo et 36

Shays, Hon. Christopher, a Representative in Congress from the State
of Connecticut:
EXDIDIt 153 .ouiiiieiiciieieeieieste ettt ettt a ettt sae e ae e saeeneennas 489
Exhibit 174 .. ... 508

Exhibit 192 .. 522
Exhibit 417 .. 620
Exhibit 432 .. e 622
Souder, Hon. Mark E., a Representative in Congress from the State
of Indiana:
Articles dated July 3, 1999 and March 23, 1997 ........ccccvvvviveeniveeennnen. 208
Exhibit 97 ..coooiiiiiiieeee e 221
Exhibit 98 ................. ... 278
Exhibits 99 and 100 ... 281
Exhibit 101 ............... .. 287
Exhibit 102 .. e 290
Exhibit 103 .. 292
Exhibit 104 .. 295
Exhibit 105 .. 297
Exhibit 106 .. 300
Exhibit 107 .. 302
Exhibit 108 .. 306
Exhibit 207 ................... 398
Exhibits 208 and 209 .. ... 400
Exhibit 210 .........cc.e.... .. 390
Exhibit 211 .. . 392
Exhibit 212 .. . 394
Exhibit 378 ........ccce.. e 422
Exhibits 379 and 380 .............. e 429
Expense record for John Huang ..........cccccoveeeeiiiiiciiiiciee e 219
Waxman, Hon. Henry A., a Representative in Congress from the State
of California:
Article dated October 14, 1996 .......cccveviiiiieiiiieeee e 81
Information concerning fines of $25,000 or more .. .... 466
Prepared statement of ...........cccccceverviiinniiieinnieees . 29

Wilson, James C., chief counsel, Committee on Government Reform, ex-
RIDIE 854 .ottt ettt ettt et eeteeeta e 636



THE ROLE OF JOHN HUANG AND THE RIADY
FAMILY IN POLITICAL FUNDRAISING

WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 15, 1999

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 1:10 p.m., in room
2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dan Burton (chairman
of the committee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Burton, Shays, Mica, Souder,
LaTourette, Waxman, and Norton.

Staff present: Kevin Binger, staff director; James C. Wilson, chief
counsel; David A. Kass, deputy counsel and parliamentarian; Mark
Corallo, director of communications; Kristi Remington, senior coun-
sel; James J. Schumann and M. Scott Billingsley, counsels; Kim-
berly A. Reed, investigative counsel; Renee Becker, deputy press
secretary, Robert Briggs, editor and assistant clerk; Robin Butler,
office manager; Michael Canty, Toni Lightle, and Maria Tamburri,
staff assistants; Nicole Petrosino, legislative aide; Leneal Scott,
computer systems manager; Lisa Smith Arafune, chief clerk;
Corinne Zaccagnini, systems administrator; Phil Schiliro, minority
staff director; Phil Barnett, minority chief counsel; Kenneth Ballen,
minority chief investigative counsel; Kristin Amerling, Sarah
Despres, David Sadkin, Paul Weinberger, and Michael Yang, mi-
nority counsels; Ellen Rayner, minority chief clerk; Jean Gosa, mi-
nority staff assistant; and Andrew Su, and Barbara Wentworth, mi-
nority research assistants.

Also present: Ty Cobb and Jack Keeney, counsel for Mr. Huang.

Mr. BURTON. Good morning. A quorum being present, the Com-
mittee on Government Reform will come to order. You may have
a seat right now, gentlemen.

I ask unanimous consent that all Members’ written opening
3tate:1ments be included in the record; and, without objection, so or-

ered.

I also ask unanimous consent that all articles, exhibits and ex-
traneous or tabular material referred to be included in the record,
and without objection so ordered.

I ask unanimous consent that questioning in the matter under
consideration proceed under clause 2(j)(2) of House Rule 11 and
Committee Rule 14 in which the chairman and ranking minority
member allocate time to committee counsel as they deem appro-
priate for extended questioning not to exceed 60 minutes divided
equally between the majority and minority. Without objection, so
ordered.
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I also ask unanimous consent that questioning in this matter
proceed under clause 2(G)(2) of House Rule 11 and Committee Rule
14 in which the chairman and ranking minority member allocate
time to members of the committee as they deem appropriate for ex-
tended questioning not to exceed 60 minutes equally divided be-
tween majority and minority. And, without objection, so ordered.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WaxMAN. Now that we have agreed to some of these proce-
dural matters before the committee, I read in Roll Call that you are
planning to conduct your own Internet broadcast of this and future
hearings, and I think this would be a positive development if it is
done right. I am a little surprised because you and your staff never
consulted with us about it.

As I understand the House rules, we would need unanimous con-
sent to proceed until such time as our committee rules have been
changed to permit this in-house broadcasting of committee activi-
ties. I would not object today if we could commit together to work-
ing together, you and the minority, to amend the committee rules
to address this coverage and to provide, one, that the coverage will
be in compliance with rule 11, clause 4; two, that the coverage will
be fair and nonpartisan; and three, that the minority will have
prompt access to a copy of the coverage.

If you are willing to agree to those terms, then I will not object
to having the committee go ahead with this new Internet live
broadcast even though the rules, until they are changed, won’t per-
mit it.

Mr. BURTON. We agree fully with that, Mr. Waxman, and it is
our intent to do that. If there has been a misunderstanding we
apologize, because we have been planning on this and working on
this for several months. One of the reasons that we want to have
the Internet coverage is, first of all, it will give the American peo-
ple both the minority and the majority views on a number of
issues. It will give them complete access to our hearings. Right now
the media coverage of some of our very important hearings has
been rather limited, and in some cases the media has interpreted
things that have happened based upon their own philosophy.

We think the American people deserve the unvarnished facts in
our hearings and in our investigations, and I think they will get
that because the Internet won’t leave anything out. We will make
sure that the minority has full access to everything, that there is
fair distribution of the time allocated, as we have in the past to
both the minority and majority, and we will have the rules amend-
ed at the first opportunity when we come back in January.

Mr. WAXMAN. If the chairman would permit, I thank you for that
statement and your willingness to work together. I just have to say
for the record that it makes me nervous when any agency of gov-
ernment—and of course our committee is an agency of govern-
ment—controls what would be sent to the media. And if we have
Internet television coverage of our hearing, and it is our people or
your people controlling who will be covered, what they say—not
what they say but who the cameras will turn on and things along
those lines—I would want us to make sure that the ground rules
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are absolutely pinned down to be fair. I sense from what you have
said you agree with that.

Mr. BURTON. I do agree with that.

Mr. WAXMAN. And on that basis, even though the Democrats on
this committee could insist on a vote to change the rules to be
taken before we would permit this to take place, we won’t object
for today, and we will work together for future hearings.

Mr. BURTON. We thank you, Mr. Waxman. We will now proceed
with our opening statements.

I would like to welcome everybody back this afternoon. We have
a limited number of Members who are here. Obviously we are in
a holiday season and a lot of the Members have other commit-
ments. So we are probably going to have about five or six Members
here for the questioning of Mr. Huang and his legal counsel, but
I do appreciate the Members who are here being here, and we will
try to do this as expeditiously as possible.

Because of the tremendous number of questions we have, the
hearing will probably take 3 days and possibly 4 days to complete.
I know that is not good news for everybody, but we haven’t had the
opportunity to talk to Mr. Huang or his counsel for about 3 years
now, and since we have the opportunity, we want to make sure we
make good use of it and complete it as thoroughly as possible.

I would like to thank you once again for being here. I know your
schedules in your districts are very full with all the holiday cele-
bration. So I appreciate you being here.

For those of you who are following these hearings, this hearing
is happening during the recess, and as I said, you won’t see as
many Members of the Congress here as you would when we are in
session. However, I expect other Members to join us as we get un-
derway, and they will be coming in and out because of their sched-
ules.

This is a very important hearing. We have been waiting for 3
years to hear Mr. Huang’s testimony. For the last 3 years Mr.
Huang has been 1 of 122 people who have invoked the fifth amend-
ment or left the country. In our interim report which we filed over
a year ago, we noted that 17 people associated with Mr. Huang had
either taken the fifth or left the country. The result has been a lot
of unanswered questions. These are questions that the American
people deserve to get answered.

We voted to grant Mr. Huang immunity in October. He is here
today to testify and tell his story and answer questions. In my
view, it is better late than never. And, Mr. Huang, we welcome you
and appreciate you being here.

I want to say just a couple of things about how we are going to
proceed. This is going to take some time. We are going to be at this
for several days. We have a large amount of material to go
through, and there just isn’t any quick and easy way to do it. I
plan to work into the evenings if necessary, and I plan to go into
the weekend if we have to. This is probably the first and only time
that John Huang will testify in public, and we have an obligation
to be thorough.

In many ways this is going to be more like a deposition than a
hearing. Anyone who has sat through a lengthy deposition knows
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that it can be tedious at times, but I think it is necessary to get
this information on the record.

Normally, before we hold a hearing we have our staffs interview
a witness. In previous sessions, our staffs had deposition authority.
That was not extended during this Congress, because at the time
we initiated and instituted this Congress we didn’t think it was
necessary, and when we have staff interviews or depositions our
staff goes over all of the issues with a witness in advance. That
way, by the time we get to a hearing, we can focus on the most
relevant facts. We have not been able to do that this time.

At the time that we voted to immunize Mr. Huang, Mr. Waxman
?1Sk(ild that we do all of the questioning in public and I agreed to

o that.

So this is going to be a unique situation. We don’t know in ad-
vance what the answers to many of the questions are going to be.
We have an idea because we have received the FBI's interviews.
However, they didn’t cover all of the issues that we need to cover.
At times I think this will be very interesting and at other times
it is sure going to be monotonous. However, we have been working
on this for 3 years. We have waited a long time, and I think we
need to be as thorough as possible and I want to thank everyone
in advance for bearing with us.

Before I talk about the substance of the hearing, I want to talk
for a moment about the scheduling problems we have had. They
could have been avoided and what happened last week left me a
little frustrated.

My staff has talked for over a month with Mr. Huang’s lawyers,
and we had planned to start these hearings yesterday, for many
weeks. It wasn’t until last week after we noticed the hearing dates
that Mr. Keeney informed us that Mr. Huang was scheduled to tes-
tify before a grand jury in Los Angeles yesterday. It was clear that
this appearance had been planned well in advance, and I don’t un-
derstand why we didn’t know about this earlier, but nevertheless
we are here today.

Members of Congress had canceled events in their districts to be
here yesterday. I had a subcommittee chairman who wanted to
hold a hearing yesterday, and we had to cancel that. So we had
that hearing delayed until next year, and unfortunately, because of
Mr. Huang’s testimony before the grand jury yesterday, he had to
fly all night on the red eye. He looks no worse for wear, but it must
have been a tough night for him.

Most people think that this foreign fundraising scandal began in
1995 or 1996. It did not. This scandal was born in the summer of
1992. Bill Clinton was the Governor of Arkansas, and he was run-
ning for President. James Riady was a billionaire living in Indo-
nesia. Mr. Riady flew from Jakarta to Los Angeles in August 1992.
He took a limousine ride with then-Governor Bill Clinton. He
promised to raise $1 million for Bill Clinton’s campaign. That set
in motion a pattern of illegal activity that was repeated over and
over again in 1993, 1994, 1995 and 1996.

Foreign money was funneled to straw donors. Straw donors gave
money to the DNC and other campaigns. Campaign officials
claimed to have no idea anything suspicious was going on. It hap-
pened time and time again with John Huang, James Riady, Charlie
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Trie, Pauline Kanchanalak, Ted Sioeng, Johnny Chung, and Mark
Jimenez.

The DNC ultimately returned more than $3% million in illegal
money, and I noted that in the New York Times today it indicated
that money was not illegal, but—I can’t remember the exact word,
“improper”—those were illegal contributions. Not improper, they
were illegal.

John Huang’s name and Charlie Trie’s name were connected to
most of it. Since then we have uncovered more illegal foreign
money that the DNC still hasn’t returned. In the fall of 1992 Mr.
Riady worked with Mr. Huang to funnel about $200,000 through
Lippo bank employees. It then went to the DNC, and it also went
to some State Democrat parties, including California, Michigan,
Ohio, and Missouri. Normally you wouldn’t think that an Indonesia
businessman would think of directing contributions to Missouri.
Who was steering this money to all these States? That is one of the
things that we want to find out.

When we published our interim report last fall, we published
bank records and memorabilia that showed the contributions were
illegal. To my knowledge, not a penny of that money was returned
by any of those campaign committees.

More illegal money was given through the Lippo Group in 1993
and 1994. In 1996 the DNC received $450,000 from an Indonesian
couple named Wiriadinata. Forgive me if I don’t pronounce all
these names correctly. The money came from Indonesia, from a
close associate of Mr. Riady. Mr. Huang was listed as the solicitor
of these contributions. This is one of the many issues we will be
asking him about this week.

The big question is why? Why did James Riady want to raise $1
million for Bill Clinton’s campaign? When you add it all up, the
Riadys and their associates gave almost $2 million to the Presi-
dent’s campaign and his other causes. Why? Did they like his
health care plan? Did they admire his position on social security?
I doubt it.

There was an interesting passage in John Huang’s FBI 302 inter-
views. They were talking about the $100,000 that Mr. Riady gave
to Webster Hubbell. Mr. Huang was asked if there was a purpose
behind this money. He responded, “everything has a purpose.” I
don’t know exactly what he meant. That is one of the things we
want to ask him about this week.

I doubt that we are going to get all of the answers today. I don’t
know if Mr. Huang has all of the answers. We reviewed John
Huang’s FBI 302 interviews. If there is a reason or a purpose be-
hind all this money, I didn’t see it there.

If we really want to get the answers, we need to talk to James
Riady. He needs to testify. Mr. Riady hasn’t set foot in this country
in 3 years. I understand from media reports that his lawyers are
trying to negotiate a plea agreement with the Justice Department.
From what I understand, Mr. Riady wants to clear away his legal
problems so he can come back into the United States. If he wants
to come back to the United States, the first thing he should do is
come forward and explain his role in this whole fiasco to the Amer-
ican people. I think they deserve some answers.
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It is clear to me that the Justice Department had enough evi-
dence to indict Mr. Riady a long time ago. I don’t know why he
hasn’t been indicted. The Attorney General made a decision 2 years
ago not to appoint an independent counsel. She invited a lot of
scrutiny when she did that. We will be watching very closely to see
if Mr. Riady gets a sweetheart deal.

I know what kind of deals Republicans got from Janet Reno’s
Justice Department. There was a man named Simon Fireman. He
funneled about $120,000 to the Bob Dole for President campaign.
He got a $6 million fine. There is a company by the name of Em-
pire Sanitary Landfill. They gave $129,000 in illegal contributions
to Republican campaigns. They were fined $8 million. Another Re-
publican who was responsible for fewer illegal conduit contribu-
tions than Mr. Huang got a $5 million fine. Unlike Mr. Huang,
both of the Republicans got terms of detention.

We will just have to wait and see what happens with Mr. Riady.

The fact that James Riady hasn’t been able to come back into the
country has not stopped him from keeping in touch with the Presi-
dent. He showed up when the President was in New Zealand for
an economic conference in September, and the meeting was cap-
tured on videotape.

Because Mr. Riady has thumbed his nose at the campaign fi-
nance investigation, we wondered why the President would greet
him so warmly and how he could get a seat of honor at an event
the President attended. We asked the White House about the meet-
ing, and they were quick to supply two tapes that the White House
photographer took, and I would like for you to see the tapes from
the White House right now.

[Videotape played.]

Mr. BUurRTON. OK. That is the end of tape one, and as you can
see, it doesn’t look like much happened. As a matter of fact, when
the tape panned back to the President, he had just passed Mr.
Riady, and he hadn’t really—it doesn’t show him making much con-
tact with him, and you do see a long shot of the wall over there
where the TV cameras were. So let us take a look at tape two the
White House sent us.

[Videotape played.]

Mr. BURTON. Now, you notice that the tape stopped just as Mr.
Clinton approached Mr. Riady.

Now, I would like for you to see tape three. This tape came from
a source not connected with the White House.

[Videotape played.]

Mr. BURTON. That shows a little different picture. The White
House tapes don’t show it, but President Clinton really did pay
some special attention to Mr. Riady. This White House is so con-
sumed with covering things up that their taxpayer-funded photog-
rapher wouldn’t even allow a tape to be made of the President
shaking Mr. Riady’s hand. No one minded the President meeting
Mr. Riady. They just didn’t want anyone to know how warmly he
was greeted because of the problems surrounding Mr. Riady.

Did the President ask Mr. Riady to come back and explain his
role in this scandal? I don’t think so. The White House has never
shown an intense desire to get all the facts out. The President
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should ask Mr. Riady and all the other people who have stayed out
of the country to come back and explain their actions.

Some people say the American people don’t care anymore, that
they don’t want to know the facts. Well, I don’t think that is true,
but the fact of the matter is we have a responsibility on this com-
mittee to get to the bottom of it, because illegal campaign contribu-
tions coming from foreign sources and foreign governments were
given to influence the outcome of the elections in 1996 and 1992.

I think the American people really want to know if foreign gov-
ernments and foreign individuals are trying to influence our elec-
tions. I think they want to know who their government is beholden
to. I think we have an obligation to finish what we started. We
havedan obligation to the history books to get the facts on the
record.

Now, Mr. Huang, I have reviewed your opening statement and
I read part of it in the New York Times today, and I can’t let it
go by without some comment. You make it sound like people who
are trying to get the facts out are somehow being unfair to Asian
Americans. Nothing could be further from the truth. I want to
make it crystal clear. Nothing in this committee’s work should be
interpreted as a slight on Asian Americans or any other ethnic
group. There should be no roadblocks to the participation of any
American regardless of their ethnicity in our political system. I am
very sympathetic to innocent people whose lives have been hurt by
the campaign finance scandal, but again, let me make it clear we
have had to talk to a lot of people, and the Department of Justice
has had to talk to a lot of people because you encouraged them to
give contributions, which was breaking the law, because they
looked up to you and because they trusted you.

Mr. Huang, you were the vice chair for the finance committee at
the Democrat National Committee. You are a very sophisticated
player in the U.S. political system. You understand it. You knew
the law, and when you decided to break the law, you caused a lot
of people to be hurt, and most of them unfortunately were Asian
Americans. I really hope you will not try to blame the Justice De-
partment or the Congress for things that you are responsible for.

We have a lot of work to do. There are many, many issues that
we want to question you about, Mr. Huang. I haven’t even touched
on most of them here. In the interest of time, I won’t now.

Let me once again thank you for being here, Mr. Huang, and I
want to thank members of the committee who traveled during the
holiday to be with us here as well, and Mr. Waxman, I will yield
to you for an opening statement.

[NOTE.—The FBI interview and summary of John Huang is
printed at the end of the hearing.]

[The prepared statement of Hon. Dan Burton follows:]
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Opening Statement
Chairman Dan Burton
Committee on Government Reform
December 15, 1999

Introduction:

Good morning. I’d like to welcome everybody back this
afternoon. I want to thank the Members who are here for interrupting
their schedules back in their districts so they could join us. For those of
you who are watching, this hearing is happening during a recess. You
won’t see as many Members of the Committee here as you would when
Congress is in session. However, I expect other Members to join us as

we get under way.

This is a very important hearing. We’ve been waiting for three
years to hear Mr. Huang’s testimony. For the last three years, Mr.
Huang has been one of 122 people who have invoked the Fifth
Amendment or left the country. In our inferim report, which we filed

over a year ago, we noted that 17 people associated with Mr. Huang had
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either taken the Fifth or left the country. The result has been a lot of
unanswered questions. These are questions that the American people

deserve to get answered.

We voted to grant Mr. Huang immunity in October. He’s here
today to testify and tell his story. In my view, better late than never.

Mr. Huang, welcome. Thank you for being here.
The Process:

I want to say just a couple of things about how we’re going to
proceed. This is going to take some time. We’re going to be at this for
several days. We have a large amount of material to go through, and
there just isn’t any quick and easy way to do it. I plan to work into the
evenings if necessary. I plan to go into the weekend if necessary. This
is probably the first and only time that John Huang will testify in public,
and I think we have an obligation to be thorough.

Page -2-
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In many ways, this is going to be more like a deposition than a
hearing. Anyone who’s sat through a lengthy deposition knows that it
can be tedious at times. But I think it’s necessary to get this information

on the record.

Normally before we hold a hearing, we have our staff interview a
witness. Our staff goes over all of the issues with a witness in advance.
That way, by the time we get to a hearing, we can focus on the most
relevant facts. We haven’t been able to do that this time. At the time
that we voted to immunize Mr. Huang, Mr. Waxman asked that we do

all of the questioning in public. I agreed to that.

So this is going to be a unique situation. We don’t know in
advance what the answers to many of our questions are going to be. We
have an idea because we’ve reviewed the FBI’s interviews. However,

they didn’t cover all the issues that we need to cover. At times, I think
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this will be very interesting. At other times, I'm sure it’s going to be
monotonous. However, we’ve been working on this for three years.
We’ve waited a long time, and I think we need to be as thorough as

possible. I want to thank everyone in advance for bearing with us.

Before I talk about the substance of the hearing, I want to talk for a
moment about the scheduling problems we’ve had. They could have

been avoided. What happened last week left me a little frustrated.

My staff has talked for over a month with Mr. Huang’s lawyers.
We had planned to start these hearings yesterday for many weeks. It
wasn’t until Alast week, after we noticed the hearing dates, that Mr.
Keeney informed us out of the blue that Mr. Huang was scheduled to
testify before a grand jury in Los Angeles yesterday. It was clear that

this appearance had been planned well in advance.

Page -4-
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I don’t understand why Mr. Huang’s lawyers didn’t level with us.
On something as simple as scheduling, it seems to me that there’s no
reason to play games. Members of Congress canceled events in their
districts to be here yesterday. Ihad a subcommittee chairman who
wanted to hold a hearing yesterday. He couldn’t because of these
hearings. An important hearing had to be delayed until next year. Mr.

Huang had to take the red-eye from Los Angeles last night.

I'don’t want to make a mountain out of a molehill, but I hope that
when you deal with Congress in the future, you’ll at least show us the
minimal amount of respect to shoot straight with us. I think we were
more than re;asonable. We waited a month and a half after immunizing
Mr. Huang to hold this hearing. We did that to accommodate your
schedules. I was just disappointed that we didn’t have a more

cooperative relationship as we prepared for this.
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Where It All Began:

Most people think that this foreign fundraising scandal began in
1995 or 1996. It didn’t. This scandal was born in the summer of 1992.
Bill Clinton was the Governor of Arkansas. He was running for
President. James Riady was a billionaire living in Indonesia. James
Riady flew from Jakarta to Los Angeles in August 1992. He took a
limousine ride with Bill Clinton. He promised to raise a million dollars

for Bill Clinton’s campaign.

That set in motion a pattern of illegal activity that was repeated
over and ovér again in 1993, 1994, 1995 and 1996:
. Foreign money was funneled to straw donors.
. Straw donors gave the money to the DNC and other campaigns.
. Campaign officials claimed to have no idea anything suspicious

was going on.
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It happened time and time again with:
. John Huang
. James Riady
. Charlie Trie
. Pauline Kanchanalak
. Ted Sioeng
. Johnny Chung

. Mark Jimenez

The DNC ultimately returned more than three-and-a-half million
dollars in illegal money. John Huang’s name and Charlie Trie’s name
were connected to most of it. Since then, we’ve uncovered more illegal

foreign money that the DNC still hasn’t returned.
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In the fall of 1992, Mr. Riady worked with Mr. Huang to funnel
about $200,000 through Lippo Bank employees. It then went to the
DNC. It also went to state Democratic parties:
. California
. Michigan
. Ohio
. Missouri

Normally, you wouldn’t think that an Indonesian businessman
would think of directing contributions to Missouri. Who was steering
this money to all these states? That’s one of the things we want to find

out.

When we published our interim report last fall, we published bank
records and memoranda that showed the contributions were illegal. To
my knowledge, not a penny of that money was returned by any of those

campaign committees.
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The Pattern Continues:

More illegal money was given through the Lippo Group in 1993
and 1994. In 1996, the DNC received $450,000 from an Indonesian
couple named Wiriadinata (Weer-ee-ah-da-nah-tah). The money came
from Indonesia -- from a close associate of Mr. Riady. Mr. Huang was
listed as the solicitor of these contributions. This is one of the many

issues we’ll be asking him about this week.

The big question is, “why?” Why did James Riady want to raise a
million dollars for Bill Clinton’s campaign? When you add it alf up, the
Riadys and their associates gave almost $2 million to the President’s

campaign and his other causes. Why?

®  Did they like his health-care plan?
e  Did they admire his position on Social Security?

I doubt it.
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There was an interesting passage in John Huang’s FBI interviews.
They were talking about the $100,000 that Mr. Riady gave to Webster
Hubbell. Mr. Huang was asked if there was a purpose behind the
money. He responded: “Everything has a purpose.” 1don’t know
exactly what he meant by that. That’s one of the things we want to ask

him about.

James Riady Should Testify

I doubt that we’re going to get all the answers today. I don’t know
if Mr. Huang has all the answers. We’ve reviewed John Huang’s FBI
interviews. If there’s a reason or a purpose behind all this money, 1

didn’t see it there.

If we really want to get the answers, we need to talk to James

Riady. He needs to testify. Mr. Riady hasn’t set foot in this country in
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three years. I understand from media reports that his lawyers are trying
to negotiate a plea agreement with the Justice Department. From what I
understand, Mr. Riady wants to clear away his legal problems so he can
come back into the country. If he wants to come back to the United
States, the first thing he should do is come forward and explain his role
in this whole fiasco to the American people. I think they deserve some

answers.

It’s clear to me that the Justice Department had enough evidence to
indict Mr. Riady a long time ago. I don’t know why he hasn’t been
indicted. The Attorney General made a decision two years ago not to
appoint an ?ndependent counsel. She invited a lot of scrutiny when she
did that. We’ll be watching very closely to see if Mr. Riady gets a

sweetheart deal.
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I know what kind of deals Republicans got from Janet Reno’s
Justice Department. There was a man named Simon Fireman. He
funneled about $120,000 to the Dole for President campaign. He got a
$6 million fine. There’s a company by the name of Empire Sanitary
Landfill. They gave $129,000 in illegal contributions to Republican
campaigns. They were fined $8 million. Another Republican who was
responsible for fewer illegal conduit contributions than Mr. Huang got a
$5 million fine. Unlike Mr. Huang, both of the Republicans got terms of

detention.
We’ll just have to wait and see what happens with Mr. Riady.

The fact that James Riady hasn’t been able to come back into the
country hasn’t stopped him from keeping in touch with the President.
He showed up when the President was in New Zealand for an economic

conference in September. The meeting was captured on videotape.
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Because Mr. Riady has thumbed his nose at the campaign finance
investigation, we wondered why the President would greet him so
warmly, and how he could get a seat of honor at an event the President
attended. We asked the White House about the meeting, and they were
quick to supply two tapes that the White House photographer took.
PLAY TAPE ONE
As you can see, it doesn’t look like much happened. But I do wonder
why we got such a long shot of the wall. Here is the second tape:
PLAY TAPE TWO
Again, it doesn’t look like much happened, does it? Then, someone else
sent us another tape. It tells a different story:
| PLAY TAPE THREE
Now come on. The White House tapes don’t show it, but President
Clinton really did pay special attention to Mr. Riady. This White House
is so consumed with covering things up that their taxpayer funded

photographer wouldn’t even allow a tape to be made of the President
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shaking Mr. Riady’s hand. No-one minded the President meeting Mr.

Riady; they just didn’t want anyone to know about it.

Did the President ask Mr. Riady to come back and explain his role
in this scandal? Idoubt it. The White House has never shown an
intense desire to get all the facts out. The President should ask Mr.
Riady and all the other people who’ve stayed out of the country to come

back and explain their actions.

Some people say the American people don’t care anymore -- that
they don’t want to know the facts. I don’t think that’s true. I think the
American péople want to know if foreign governments and foreign
individuals are trying to influence our elections. I think they want to
know who their government is beholden to. I think we have an
obligation to finish what we started. We have an obligation to the

history books to get the facts on the record.
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Now Mr. Huang, I’ve reviewed your opening statement and I can’t
let it go by without a comment. You make it sound like people who are
trying to get at the facts are somehow being unfair to Asian-Americans.
Nothing could be further from the truth. I want to make it crystal clear:
nothing in this Committee’s work should be interpreted as a slight on
Asian-Americans or any other ethnic group. There should be no
roadblocks to the participation of any American in our political system.
I am very sympathetic to innocent people whose lives have been hurt by
the campaign finance scandal. But again, let me be clear. We have had
to talk to people, and the Department of Justice has had to talk to people,
because you encouraged them to break the law. Because they looked up
to you, and t;ecause they trusted you. Mr. Huang, you were the Vice
Chair for Finance at the Democratic National Committee. You are a
very sophisticated player in the U.S. political system. You knew the
law. And when you decided to break the law, you hurt a lot of people,

and most of them were Asian-Americans. I really hope you will not try
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to blame the Justice Department or the Congress for things that you are

responsible for.

We have a lot of work to do. There are many, many issues that we
want to question Mr. Huang about. Ihaven’t even touched on most of
them here. In the interest of time I won’t now. Let me once again thank
Mr. Huang again for being here. Thank you to the Members of the
Committee who are with us today. I'll now yield to Mr. Waxman for his

opening statement, and then we’ll ask Mr. Huang to give his statement.
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Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I had intended to waive my state-
ment today, but I thought more about this hearing, and I thought
about it and I realized that it was important to make some facts
and observations for the record and certainly part of the record for
this hearing.

The Burton investigation started in 1996 after the L.A. Times,
the Wall Street Journal, the New York Times, ABC, CBS, NBC,
CNN and other media sources broke stories about campaign irreg-
ularities in the 1996 Presidential campaign. In the past 38 months,
this committee has uncovered little new, but we have settled into
a familiar and predictable pattern.

Phase one begins with the chairman making a sensational and
unsubstantiated allegation. After that, a newspaper headline fol-
lows, and then we move into phase two, when Mr. Burton pledges
he won’t rest until he gets the facts because the American people
have a right to know.

Phase three involves getting the facts, which invariably don’t
support the original allegations made in phase one. Now this is a
problem.

Phase four solves the phase three problem. That is when the
chairman accuses the White House, the President, Janet Reno, the
Justice Department or Democrats on this committee of
stonewalling, obstructing justice or covering up, and Mr. Burton
generally says he won’t stop until he gets what he wants because
the American people have a right to know.

Phase five is always interesting because that is when the White
House, the Justice Department or the FBI capitulates, and we ac-
tually receive the information, what was said to be a smoking gun,
but just as in phase three, that material never seems to support
the original allegations.

At that point we enter phase six. Forget the original allegations,
forget the facts, pretend it never happened and don’t admit a mis-
take. Instead, make new, sensational and unsubstantiated allega-
tions. Go back to phase one and hope no one ever notices.

There has never been a congressional investigation quite like
this one. In 3 years, Chairman Burton has unilaterally issued over
883 subpoenas. Now, let me repeat that because it is really quite
unprecedented: 883 subpoenas related to the campaign finance in-
vestigation. To fully appreciate how astounding that is, consider
that from 1960 to 1994, not a single chairman of any House com-
mittee ever issued a unilateral subpoena. It is simply amazing.

Mr. Burton tries to rationalize this by claiming he has been
blocked at every turn, but the fact is that the committee has re-
ceived over 1.5 million pages of documents and deposed over 160
witnesses. Now, the chairman indicated that in the past he has de-
posed the witnesses before he ever had the hearing, but today we
are hearing from Mr. Huang without that deposition preceding the
hearing. Of those precisely 161 people who have been deposed by
the committee, only 15 were ever brought to a public hearing. That
meant the rest had to go behind closed doors to be questioned over
and over and over again about every detail, some of which did not
even relate to the campaign finance investigation.

Could you imagine being called before a congressional committee
and being forced to answer questions behind closed doors about
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every possible thing that the attorneys that work for this commit-
tee might think could be useful to try to trip you up or someone
else up?

Well, Mr. Burton asked this committee to immunize 12 wit-
nesses. Now, the committee Democrats have immunized all 12 wit-
nesses. The reason that is significant is that the committee needs
a two-thirds vote, so they need our votes to immunize witnesses,
and we have gone along in every instance, even in cases where it
didn’t make much sense. The committee has had a virtually unlim-
ited budget. We have spent over $7 million in the last Congress
alone, and we don’t know the full figures for this one. What do we
have to show for this, aside from the fact that we are now hearing
from Mr. Huang? The Washington Post wrote that the investiga-
tion “runs the risk of becoming its own cartoon, a joke and a de-
served embarrassment.” The New York Times called it “A parody
of a reputable investigation,” and Norm Ornstein noted it was, “A
case study in how not to do a congressional investigation.”

Reputations have been recklessly smeared. Some of those
smeared have been public figures like Bruce Babbitt, Maggie Wil-
liams, Hazel O’Leary, Cheryl Mills and Janet Reno. Others have
been ordinary citizens like Professor Chi Wang, whose bank
records were erroneously subpoenaed, or Chief Petty Officer
Charles McGrath, the career military officer in charge of the office
that was falsely accused of doctoring White House videotapes, and
Colonel Raymond Wilson, another career officer who was wrongly
accused of witness intimidation and mob tactics for trying to re-
spond to a legitimate Senate inquiry. Even those who have done
something wrong, like Webster Hubbell and John Huang, end up
in the strange position of being wronged themselves when our com-
mittee gets involved.

On October 9, 1997, for instance, when Mr. Burton held his first
hearing with a supposed blockbuster witness David Wang, the
chairman promised that if Mr. Wang were granted immunity and
permitted to testify, his testimony would show that John Huang,
who is here today with us, illegally laundered campaign contribu-
tions while a DNC official. As the chairman put it, “This is the first
time we have found an active person at the DNC who was involved
in money laundering, and we will be able to prove that.”

Once granted immunity, Mr. Wang confessed to an illegal tax
and immigration scheme that was far more serious than his con-
duit contribution violation, but he was immunized so no prosecu-
tion could be taken against him. Even worse, the testimony he gave
to the committee about John Huang was demonstrably false. His
account was factually wrong and was debunked as he appeared be-
fore our committee.

To this day, however, Mr. Burton refuses to acknowledge his mis-
take and admit that his allegations about John Huang in that par-
ticular instance were wrong.

Now, if we don’t have a committee owning up to correct the
record, let’s just at least look to the example set by the Wall Street
Journal. They ran an article last week, December 9th, “Highly Pub-
licized Horror Story That Led To Curbs On IRS Quietly Unravels
in Virginia Civil Court.” And, in this particular instance there was
testimony in the Senate about how an IRS agent stormed this
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man’s home and restaurant amid a misguided criminal inquiry.
Well, when they finally got into a trial, it became clear that those
inflammatory statements made in a Senate hearing turned out to
be inaccurate.

If this investigation has a redeeming feature, perhaps it is that
fut‘lilre congressional investigations will have a model of what not
to do.

The Burton investigation has suffered from at least five fun-
damental flaws that future chairmen should avoid at all costs.

First, tread carefully when making allegations. I just mentioned
the David Wang fiasco, but that is not the only unsubstantiated al-
legation made about John Huang. In April 1997, Newt Gingrich,
who was Speaker of the House of Representatives, alleged that,
“John Huang was clearly being given secrets while going to the
Chinese embassy.” Mr. Burton suggested on national television
that Mr. Huang, “May very well have given information that he
shouldn’t to the Chinese and others,” and he could be a Chinese
spy. Well, 2 years have passed, and there is still no evidence to
support these over-the-top accusations, but they have resulted in
over 7,000 news stories about Mr. Huang, and in a strange and un-
fortunate way, by raising the stakes, they have actually ended up
miinimizing the serious violations that Mr. Huang actually commit-
ted.

Instead of recklessly crying treason, we could have worked to-
gether on a bipartisan basis to shine a spotlight on conduit con-
tributions, but we didn’t.

Partisanship is the obvious second flaw of this investigation.
Congressional investigations need to be bipartisan to be credible,
and all wrongdoing, Democratic or Republican, has to be on the
table. When this investigation began, I offered to work with the
chairman in a bipartisan way with no holds barred. We would have
looked at campaign finance abuses, following the facts to wherever
they may lead, whether they be from Democrats or Republicans, let
us find out how this system is being abused, and, from my perspec-
tive, change what I think is an inherently rotten campaign finance
system.

Well, the chairman rejected that offer. I mentioned earlier that,
to date, Mr. Burton has issued 883 subpoenas. 874 of those subpoe-
nas have been issued to Democratic targets, and only 9 have been
sent to Republican targets. The fact is that the Burton investiga-
tion won’t ask any questions about Republican wrongdoing.

Last August every Democrat on this committee sent Mr. Burton
a letter asking that we investigate a serious conduit contribution
scheme that involved Tom DeLay, one of the most powerful Mem-
bers of the House, No. 3 in the Republican House leadership. A Re-
publican businessman, Peter Cloeren, admitted to participating in
a conduit scheme that he said was suggested to him by Mr. DeLay.
Mr. Cloeren provided specific and credible information that de-
served further scrutiny. Not one subpoena has been issued, no doc-
uments have been requested, and no hearings have been scheduled.
Remarkably, Mr. Burton has never even had the courtesy to re-
spond to our letters.

Now, it is important to keep in mind that the illegal scheme that
Mr. Cloeren participated in was indistinguishable from the one Mr.
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Huang participated in. The only difference was that it involved Re-
publicans.

I know some people believe there is more than partisanship at
work. They genuinely believe that there is a clear anti-Asian bias
and that Mr. Huang has received such extraordinary scrutiny and
has been accused of treason without evidence to back it up simply
because he is Asian. Those feelings only deepened when one Repub-
lican Senator called Charlie Trie’s actions, “Classic activities on the
part of an Asian who comes out of that culture,” and a House Re-
publican joked that we found only, “The tip of the egg roll.”

And people are genuinely puzzled why Mr. Huang is being sin-
gled out to testify for an unprecedented 4 days on conduit contribu-
tions where the FEC has investigated literally hundreds of individ-
uals for similar violations over the past several years. Some believe
it is simply partisanship. Some see a clear anti-Asian bias. Wheth-
er it is partisanship or bias, it is wrong. A credible investigation
can’t be selective.

The Burton investigation’s third flaw is inexcusable—incom-
petence. One Republican committee member called it frightening.
Sometimes the mistakes, such as staking out the homes of innocent
individuals, have been simply embarrassing. At other times, they
are almost comical. When the chairman released doctored tran-
scripts of Webb Hubbell’s telephone conversations from prison, the
doctored transcript quoted Mr. Hubbell as saying, “the Riady is not
just—excuse me, the Riady is just not easy to do business with me
while I am in here.” That was the quote in the transcript released
by the committee. The actual tape, of course, was significantly dif-
ferent. What Mr. Hubbell actually said was “the reality is it is just
not easy to do business with me while I am here.” Never mentioned
Riady at all. The bottom line is that careless mistakes undermine
credibility. Just as important, booing and fulminating should never
replace genuine investigating.

Our fourth mistake is that the committee has often used tactics
intended to punish and intimidate witnesses into providing infor-
mation. Witnesses who don’t do what the chairman wants are rou-
tinely subpoenaed and threatened with contempt even if they have
legitimate reasons for their actions. One witness who crossed the
chairman was humiliated in a public hearing simply for asserting
his fifth amendment constitutional rights.

Last, future investigators should not fall in love with their theo-
ries of wrongdoing. The biggest problem in this investigation is
that Chairman Burton has been convinced from the start that he
knew what happened. As the chairman said in one revealing inter-
view, “if I could prove 10 percent of what I believe happened, the
President would be gone. That is why I am after him.” And each
time the evidence hasn’t panned out, it has only made him more
sure he is right, and it seems to have convinced him that everyone
is in a conspiracy against him: the White House, Janet Reno, me,
other Democrats on the committee.

In recent weeks it has even extended to the media. Despite the
fact that it has been investigative reporters from the networks and
other major newspapers that have uncovered the scandal, Mr. Bur-
ton doesn’t think he is getting enough attention. He has accused
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the press of ignoring his work and keeping the facts from the
American people. So now the media is also part of the conspiracy.

As a result, the chairman has spent thousands of taxpayers’ dol-
lars installing this new camera system in this committee room so
he can broadcast the hearings himself. His staff calls the expensive
new system—at least they were quoted as calling it in the press—
“Dan-SPAN.”

Some of you who have closely followed the history of this inves-
tigation will remember that last year the chairman directed his
staff to build a fake brick wall in the committee room. That, too,
wasted taxpayers’ dollars. It ended up ruining one of the walls in
this room, and then the taxpayers had to foot the bill to repair the
wall. I don’t know if the new camera system will be worth the
thousands of taxpayers’ dollars we are spending on it, but it does
seem to be yet another indication of lost perspective.

I want to thank everyone for their patience in allowing me to
make my observations part of the record, and I want to close with
a final word about Mr. Huang.

Mr. Huang, I think you owe the American people an apology for
the conduit scheme you participated in. No matter how many mis-
takes the Burton investigation has made, nothing excuses your ille-
gal conduct, and I hope you will take full responsibility for your ac-
tions today, and if any evidence surfaces that supports the most
sensational charges against you, I won’t hesitate to join Mr. Burton
in condemning those actions. At the same time, if there is no evi-
dence to support allegations of money laundering, spying and trea-
son, all of which you have been accused of, I hope the chairman
and others will acknowledge that fact and correct any false state-
ments that they have made.

I thank you for this chance to make these opening statements.
I look forward to hearing your testimony. I am prepared, Mr.
Chairman, to be here at these hearings as long as you plan to hold
them.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Henry A. Waxman follows:]
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Statement of Representative Henry A. Waxman
December 15, 1999

1 had intended to waive my statement today. but as I thought more about this hearing [
realized it was important to make some facts and observations part of the record.

The Burton investigation started in 1996, after the LA Times, Wall Street Journal, New
York Times, ABC, CBS, NBC, CNN, and other media sources broke stories about campaign
irregularities in the 1996 presidential campaign.

In the past 38 months, this Committee has uncovered little new. But we have settled into
a familiar and predictable pattern.

Phase One begins with the Chairman making a sensational and unsubstantiated
allegation. A newspaper headline follows. We move into Phase Two when Mr. Burton pledges
he won’t rest untii he gets the facts because the American people have a right to know.

Phase Three involves getting the facts, which invariably don’t support the allegation
made in Phase One. That’s a problem.

Phase Four solves the Phase Three problem—that’s when the Chairman accuses the
‘White House, the President, Janet Reno, the Justice Department, or Democrats on this
Comnmittee of stonewalling, obstructing justice, or covering up. And Mr. Burton generally says
he won’t stop until he gets what he wants, because the American people have a right to know.

Phase Five is always interesting, because that’s when the White House, Justice
Department, or FBI capitulates and we actually receive what was said to be the smoking gun.
But just as in Phase Three, that material never seems to support the original allegation.

At that point, we enter Phase Six. Forget the original allegation...forget the
facts...pretend it never happened...and don’t admit a mistake. Instead, make a new sensational
and unsubstantiated allegation, go back to Phase One, and hope no one ever notices.

There has never been a congressional investigation quite like this one.

In three years Chairman Burton has unilaterally issued over 883 subpoenas. Let me
repeat that--883 subpoenas relating to the campaign finance investigation. To fully appreciate
how astounding that is, consider that from 1960 to 1994, not a single Chairman of any House
Committee ever issued 2 unilateral subpoena. It is simply amazing.

Mr. Burton tries to rationalize this by claiming he’s been blocked at every turn. But the
fact is that the Committee has received over 1.5 million pages of documents and deposed over
160 witnesses. Mr. Burton has asked the Committee to immunize 12 witnesses—the
Committee’s Democrats have immunized all 12 witnesses, even in instances that didn’t seem to
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make much sense. And the Committee has been given a virtually unlimited budget -- and spent
over $7 million last Congress alone.

What do we have to show for this, aside from these hearings with Mr. Huang? The
Washington Post wrote that the investigation “runs the risk of becoming its own cartoon, a joke
and a deserved embarrassment.” The New York Times called it “a parody of a reputable
investigation.” And Norm Ornstein noted that it was “a case study in how not to do a
congressional investigation.”

Reputations have been recklessly smeared. Some of those smeared have been public
figures, like Bruce Babbitt...Maggie Williams. .. Hazel O’Leary...Cheryl Mills ... and Janet
Reno. Others have been ordinary citizens, like Professor Chi Wang, whose bank records were
erroneously subpoenaed; Chief Petty Officer Charles McGrath, the career military officer in
charge of the office that was falsely accused of doctoring White House video tapes; and Col.
Raymond Willson, another career officer, who was wrongly accused of “witness intimidation”
and “mob tactics” for trying to respond to a legitimate Senate inquiry.

Even those who have done something wrong—like Webster Hubbell or John

Huang—end up in the strange position of being wronged themselves when our Committee gets
involved.

On October 9, 1997, for instance, Mr. Burton held his very first hearing with a
blockbuster witness—David Wang. The Chairman promised that if Mr. ‘Wang were granted
immunity, his testimony would show that John Huang illegally laundered campaign
contributions while a DNC official. As the Chairman put it, “this is the first time we have found
an active person at the DNC who was involved in money laundering ... and we will be able to
prove that.”

Once ’granted immunity, Mr. Wang confessed to an illegal tax and immigration scheme
that was more serious than his conduit contribution violation. Even worse, the testimony he gave
to the Committee about John Huang was demonstrably false. His account was factually wrong
and debunked as he appeared before the Committee.

To this day, however, Mr. Burton refuses to acknowledge his mistake and admit that his
allegations about John Huang were wrong.

If this investigation has a redeeming feature, perhaps it’s that future congressional
investigators will have a model for what not to do. The Burton investigation has suffered from at
least five fundamental flaws that future Chairmen should avoid at all costs.

First, tread carefully when making allegations. I just mentioned the David Wang fiasco,
but that’s not the only unsubstantiated allegation made about John Huang.

In April 1997 Newt Gingrich alleged that “John Huang [was] clearly being given secrets
while going to the Chinese Embassy.” Mr. Burton suggested on national television that Mr.
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Huang “may very well have given information that he shouldn’t to the Chinese and others” and
could be a Chinese spy.

Two years have passed and there’s still no evidence to support these over-the-top
accusations—but they have resulted in over 7.000 news stories about Mr. Huang. Andina
strange and unfortunate way, by raising the stakes they have actually ended up minimizing the
serious violations Mr. Huang actually committed.

Instead of recklessly crying treason, we could have worked together to shine a spotlight
on conduit contributions. But we didn’t.

Partisanship is the second obvious flaw. Congressional investigations need to be
bipartisan to be credible, and all wrongdoing—Democratic or Republican--has to be on the table.

When this investigation began, I offered to work with the Chairman in a bipartisan way
with no-holds barred. He rejected that offer.

I mentioned earlier that to date Mr. Burton has issued 883 subpoenas--874 of those
subpoenas have been issued to Democratic targets, and only 9 have been sent to Republican
targets.

The fact is that the Burton investigation won’t ask any questions about Republican
wrongdoing.

Last August every Democrat on this Committee sent Mr. Burton a letter asking that we
investigate a serious conduit contribution scheme that involved Tom DeLay, one of the three
most powerful House Republicans.

A Republican businessman. Peter Cloeren, admitted to participating in a conduit scheme
that he said was suggested by Mr. DeLay. Mr. Cloeren provided specific and credible
information that deserved further scrutiny.

Not one subpoena has been issued, no documents have been requested, and no hearings
have been scheduled. Remarkably, Mr. Burton has never even had the courtesy to respond to our
letter.

Now it’s important to keep in mind that the illegal scheme Mr. Cloeren participated in
was indistinguishable to the one Mr. Huang participated in. The only difference was that it
involved Republicans.

I know some people believe there’s more than partisanship at work. They genuinely
believe there’s a clear anti-Asian bias, and that Mr. Huang has received such extraordinary

scrutiny and been accused of treason simply because he’s Asian.

Those feelings only deepened when one Republican Senator called Charlie Trie’s actions
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“classic activities on the part of an Asian who comes out of that culture™ and a House Republican
joked that we’ve found only “the tip of the eggroll.”

And peopie are genuinely puzzied why Mr. Huang is being singled out to-testify for an
unprecedented four days on conduit contributions when the FEC has investigated literaily
hundreds of individuals for similar violations over the past several years.

Some believe it’s simply partisanship. Some see a clear anti-Asian bias. Whether it’s
partisanship or bias, it’s wrong. A credible investigation can’t be selective.

The Burton investigation’s third flaw is inexcusable—incompetence. One Republican
Committee member called it “frightening.” Sometimes the mistakes—such as staking out the
homes of innocent individuals—have been simply embarrassing. At other times they are almost
comical. When the Chairman released doctored transcripts of Webb Hubbell’s telephone
conversations from prison, the doctored transcripts quoted Mr. Hubbell as saying: “The Riady is
just not easy to do business with me while I’m in here.” The actual tape, of course, was
significantly different. What Mr. Hubbell actually said was: “The reality is it’s just not easy to
do business with me while I’'m here.”

The bottom line is that careless mistakes undermine credibility.

Just as important, bullying and fulminating should never replace genuine investigating.
Our fourth mistake is that the Committee has often used tactics intended to punish and intimidate
witnesses into providing information. Witnesses who don’t do what the Chairman wants are
routinely subpoenaed and threatened with contempt, even if they have legitimate reasons for their
actions. One witness who crossed the Chairman was humiliated in a public hearing simply for
asserting his Fifth Amendment rights.

Last‘, future investigators shouldn’t fall in love with their theories of wrongdoing. The
biggest problem in this investigation is that Chairman Burton has been convinced from the start
that he knew what happened. As the Chairman said in one revealing interview, “if I could prove
10 percent of what I believe happened, [the President] would be gone. ... That’s why I’m after
him.”

And each time the evidence hasn’t panned out, it’s only made him more sure he’s right.
And it seems to have convinced him that everyone is in a conspiracy against him—the White
House, Janet Reno, me, other Democrats on the Committee.

In recent weeks it’s even extended to the media. Despite the fact that it’s been
investigative reporters from the networks and major newspapers that uncovered the scandal, Mr.
Burton doesn’t think he’s getting enough attention. He’s accused the press of ignoring his work
and keeping the facts from the American people. So now the media is part of the conspiracy.

As aresult, the Chairman has spent thousands of taxpayer dollars installing a new camera
system in the Committee room so he can broadcast the hearing himself. His staff calls the



expensive new system “Dan-Span.”

Some of you who have closely followed the history of this investigation will remember
that last year the Chairman directed his staff to build a fake brick wall in the Committee room.
That too wasted taxpayer dollars, and ended up ruining one of the walls in this room. And then
taxpayers had to foot the bill to fix the wall.

I'don’t know if the new camera system wiil be worth the thousands of taxpayer dollars
we’re spending on it, but it does seem to be yet another indication of lost perspective.

[ want to thank everyone for their patience in allowing me to make my observations part
of the record, and want to close with a final word about Mr. Huang.

Mr. Huang, I think you owe the American people an apology for the conduit scheme you
participated in. No matter how many mistakes the Burton investigation has made, nothing
excuses your illegal conduct. [ hope you will take full responsibility for your actions today.

At the same time, if there’s no evidence to support the allegations of money laundering,
spying, and treason you have been accused of, I hope the Chairman will acknowledge that and

correct any false statements that have been made.

Thank you.
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Mr. BURTON. Well, I am happy for that, Mr. Waxman. I just
might say before I yield to Mr. Mica for an opening statement that
the length of the hearings would not have been necessary had we
had the staffs being able to interview these people, interview Mr.
Huang. Mr. Mica.

Mr. MicAa. Mr. Chairman, could you let us know exactly how
much time we will have? Are we going to have 5 or 10 to start?

Mr. BURTON. We are going to go on the 5-minute rule. We want-
ed to go on 10-minute rounds to be more thorough, but Mr. Wax-
man insisted on 5-minute rounds. So we will start with that.

Mr. MicA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WAXMAN. You are not talking about the opening statements,
are you?

Mr. BURTON. The opening statement, we will allow some latitude
there, but in the questioning it is 5 minutes.

Mr. WAXMAN. I think the gentleman has been recognized for an
opening statement. I assume those are generally for Members 5
minutes.

Mr. BURTON. They generally are. Unless you object, we will try
to give the Members a little latitude since we don’t have as many
Members here.

Mr. WaxMAN. I won’t object, but I think that was the answer to
what I thought the gentleman was asking. Then when we get into
the questioning of Mr. Huang, as I understand it, we have agreed
to a half hour on the Republican side and a half hour on the Demo-
cratic side for Mr. Burton and myself, a half hour on the Repub-
lican side for the staff, a half hour on our side for the staff, and
then after that we will follow the regular order of 5-minute ques-
tioning.

Mr. BURTON. The half hour, as far as the staff is concerned, does
not necessarily have to follow right after ours. So we will go di-
rectly to the Members after the half hour.

%\/Ir. WaxMAN. Those are the rules. We are going to follow the
rules.

Mr. BURTON. That is fine.

Mr. Mica.

Mr. MicA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for clarify-
ing the time allocation.

First of all, Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I would
like to ask unanimous consent to insert at this point in the record
some documents and information. First of all, just to clarify the
record, I think it is important that we list at this point in the
record, particularly after the remarks of the other side in their
opening comments, the list of I believe 122 individuals who either
fled the country or pled the fifth amendment, and the correct num-
ber and that listing I would like inserted in the record.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection, so ordered.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Mr. MicA. Furthermore, I would like in the record inserted, I
heard from the opening statement of—again, the minority referred
to 883 witnesses called by this committee in our investigation.
From the hearing in which we had Director Freeh and I believe
Mr. LaBella and other appearances before us, they told us in fact
that they had subpoenaed more or as many witnesses as we had,
and I would like that correct number from the record.

Mr. BURTON. Let me correct

Mr. WAXMAN. Reserving the right to object, I didn’t say 883 wit-
nesses. I said 883 subpoenas.

Mr. MiCA. Subpoenas, I am sorry.

Mr. BURTON. I think that is what Mr. Mica is referring to, but
we will correct that.

Mr. MicA. They did in fact say that they issued more, if not as
many, as we did.

We also asked the question—I would like that made a part of the
record—about the proportion between Republicans and Democrats,
and I believe that is also contained in this record and in a state-
ment by the FBI. I would like that entered into the record at this
point.

I would also like to have entered into the record the rec-
ommendation of both the chief investigator, Mr. LaBella, and the
Director of FBI, their recommendation for an independent counsel,
which is also contained in this record, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection, so ordered.

[NOTE.—The information referred to was received after the hear-
ing, and is printed at the end of the hearing.]

Mr. MicA. I would also like to have entered into the record the
exact statement and my question in response from the FBI Director
in hearings before this committee that never before had he seen
anything on the scale of the activity that had taken place that we
were investigating. The only place I believe—and I would like his
exact response inserted in the record—was with his dealing in the
investigation of the mob, and I would like those exact words put
into the statement at this point.

1\(;11". BURTON. Are you talking about Louis Freeh, the FBI Direc-
tor?

Mr. MicA. Yes, his statement.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection.

[The information referred to follows:]

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Freeh, over 65 people have invoked the fifth amendment or fled
the country in the course of the committee’s investigation. Have you ever experi-
enced so many unavailable witnesses in any matter in which you have prosecuted
or on which you have been involved?

Mr. FREEH. Actually, I have.

Mr. BURTON. You have. Give me a run-down on that quickly.

Mr. FrREEH. I spent about 16 years doing organized crime cases in New York City,
and many people were frequently unavailable.

Mr. BURTON. So was that the only time you experienced something like that?

Mr. FREEH. It went on for quite a while.

Mr. BURTON. So the only time that you experienced anything like this was when

you were investigating an organized crime syndicate.
Mr. FREEH. There have been cases, certainly. You asked me about my experience.

Mr. Mica. This is an important hearing, and why are we here
in December a few weeks before the holiday season or during the
holiday season for, many people may wonder. The fact is that never
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before in the history of an investigation in Congress has there been
anything of the scope of corruption of illegal activities of destruc-
tion and misuse of the campaign process. We have also been de-
layed by an unprecedented blocking of information, disappearance
of witnesses, a lack of cooperation, again unprecedented in the his-
tory of congressional investigations.

The other reason we are here is that there have been supposed
investigations and there have been active investigations going on
to this date and we have been kept from witnesses and from those
gve have attempted to learn the details of what went on until this

ate.

Those are some of the reasons that we are here at this late junc-
ture. I believe it is absolutely critical that we are here and that we
continue to conduct this because never before has the system to
elect the Chief Executive Officer of this Nation, has the system
been so corrupted and the trail of money, whether it is foreign con-
tributions or conduit payments or whatever, but this has really de-
stroyed public trust and confidence in our electoral process and
particularly for the highest office of the land.

So I think it is critical that we, one, expose the holes; two, that
we find out what were the controlling legal authorities and, if they
aren’t there, that we make certain we put them in place; and,
three, that we disclose violations of law and of that process that is
so sacred, that defines our very way of life, in having a Chief Exec-
utive Officer elected by the people and a Congress that holds the
whole process accountable and a committee and subcommittee that
I participate in that conducts investigations and oversight so that
our system can be responsible, work and that the American people
can have faith in that system.

So with those comments, Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. BURTON. Thank you, Mr. Mica.

Mr. Souder.

Mr. SOUDER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will open with a brief
explanation from my standpoint of what I think we have seen these
last frustrating 5 years. And one of the questions is, what is really
important? What are we trying to get at?

And sometimes when we bring a witness forward, we don’t nec-
essarily find what we were wondering, what might be there. Some-
times it seems that the administration is protecting lower-level wit-
nesses under the guise of ongoing investigations when we are look-
ing at some really critical fundamental things.

For example, I was one frustrated Member of Congress during
the impeachment debate because there is redacted materials that
had direct bearing on that impeachment debate, and we didn’t
bring them forth because our side thought that the President lying
about sex with some little girl was more important than getting to
some fundamental things and because there were ongoing inves-
tigations.

And this type of frustration to me leads—and I think many
American people are getting frustrated. What we know is, a fact is,
that our national secrets went to China. We don’t know how they
got there. We know decisions were made that were incorrect, and
we don’t know how they got there. We don’t know whether any in-
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dividual did it, which individuals, which connections of individuals,
but we know that certain things have happened in this country.

And part of our responsibility is not to focus on little bits and
pieces. And this is what some of our side does tend to exaggerate
on individual cases or get overexcited.

During the impeachment process, one Member of the Republican
party said that the Freeh and LaBella memos alleged that it led
to the President of the United States, which then was discredited
because that’s not what the Freeh and LaBella memos said. What
the Freeh and LaBella memos said, which was damning enough,
was that they believed that there had been a deliberate separation
of the campaign finance investigations so that, just like Nixon
asked the Justice Department to do under Watergate, there could
not be an attempt to see what levels this went up to, and it could
have lead to the Vice President or the President, but they didn’t
know because there had been a deliberate attempt to see how all
the pieces fit together.

That is the problem with the 122 people who fled is we don’t
know how the pieces went together. That’s the problem with people
taking the fifth amendment. The fifth amendment says you can’t
incriminate yourself. Well, if you don’t have anything to incrimi-
nate yourself, you're not likely to plead the fifth amendment. Now,
whether it’s the matter we are asking is a different question. But
the fact is if you take the fifth amendment, presumably you have
got something you don’t want to incriminate yourself.

We have had 122 people to do that. It’s been a village that won’t
talk. It has been a very frustrating process to the American people
and to us. Quite frankly, I don’t think that what we are likely to
hear in the next few days is going to lead us to any sweeping con-
clusions about any of the major questions. It’s just another piece.

What I saw in reading the 120 pages that I have gone through
so far is the seamy side of campaign finance. It is not like other
Members of Congress, other Presidents.

To compare what went on in this White House to other Presi-
dents and what goes on day to day here, which is bad enough, and
I was hoping that these hearings, quite frankly, our committee and
Thompson’s hearings over time would lead to changes in campaign
finance laws, but they didn’t because they were blocked, because
instead we got into partisanship, and there wasn’t—because people
didn’t want to acknowledge that the origination of the year-round
campaign in this administration led to a different approach to cam-
paign finance.

It is like comparing the flu to cancer, because with the year-
round campaigns, with the taking of occasional use of the Lincoln
bedroom into a constant hotel, taking occasional breakfasts to con-
stant breakfasts, taking radio broadcasts that occasionally brought
in contributors to a cash event almost every time, to taking a group
of people like the Asians—we are not the racists, it is the people
who told the Asians that the only way they could get positions in
the administration, the only way they could get to a radio address,
the only way they could get to the Lincoln bedroom was to give
money. That is the racist approach. And that we took it from
what—when you can get it in the election year, people are focussed
on the election, but when you go year round, the off year is when
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it’s hard to raise money. And in the off year when you are raising
money, when you don’t have an election, then you have to ask what
did the people want.

And when we see money coming in from Chinese intelligence offi-
cials through some people, through the Riadys and Indonesian in-
terests and other people, through other people who may want a
change in a lower-level decision on Indian casinos, we have every
right in the world to have investigations and say what is happen-
ing inside this administration; that all sorts of decisions seem to
be being made for monetary reasons.

And that part of my concern in pursuing this is that there isn’t
an Alex Butterfield who had a tape that was unedited going on. It’s
not clear we would ever learn what happened in Watergate if he
hadn’t popped out at a congressional hearing that there was a tape.
It may be history will have to take until we hear people writing
books for money and coming through, because we are just going at
the edges.

And I think we are going to hear a number of days of very dis-
appointing testimony about how our U.S. Government works, and
it sickens my stomach. And I hope that part of this will clean it
up, and it will be a lesson to future Presidents. Do not let your ad-
ministration become what this administration became.

I yield back.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. LaTourette.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank you, Mr. Chairman, not only for con-
ducting this hearing, but also for granting me the time.

I would tell you that, although having the opportunity to see you
and the distinguished ranking member at yet another fundraising
investigation right before the millennium is a source of great joy.
My excitement is tempered, however. It is tempered for the reasons
that have already been spoken about by you, Mr. Waxman, Mr.
Souder, Mr. Mica, that precious little has been revealed in these
hearings; and I think through no want of trying on behalf of a
number of the members of the committee.

And I would suggest that there are a number of reasons for that
result. I think clearly the fact that there have been so many people
who have expressed a strong desire to be a participant in our politi-
cal process by funneling cash into campaigns, but have been un-
willing participants in our judicial system and have fled the long
arm of the law and have obfuscated, have stonewalled, have chosen
to leave the country, or who have sought refuge under what is cer-
tainly permissible, the fifth amendment of the Constitution, has
made this an exceedingly difficult and in many cases a painful
process for people who are interested in finding out what happened
in the last election and the election before that.

Also the pace of the investigations and queries by the Depart-
ment of Justice, the choices that they have made at the Depart-
ment of Justice, the timing, the decisions or the nondecisions, I
think, has given at least this Member the impression that Lady
Justice is not only blind, but in some instances deaf and dumb as
well.

And, finally, the conduct of this committee that Mr. Waxman
talked about. I really think that we have missed a golden oppor-
tunity to punish a number of people that deserve to be punished
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for blatantly, blatantly violating the campaign laws of this country.
And I don’t think it’s confined to either side. I listened intently to
Mr. Waxman, and apparently Republicans, and Republicans on this
committee, are bad guys and gals because of what we have done
over the last 3 or 4 years. But I will tell you that there are some
on this side that want to get the President at all costs. Well that’s
stupid. Likewise, there are people on his aisle that want to protect
the President at all costs. That’s likewise as stupid.

The purpose of this investigation is to follow the money, and if
the money goes to the President of the United States, then he and
everybody in his wake should be punished. Likewise, if it stops at
a certain level, it stops at a certain level.

And I think today’s hearing is a perfect example, with all due re-
spect to the distinguished ranking member, of how our priorities
are misguided.

I think that we have a witness before us today who, although a
number of things have been said about him, regardless of whether
he is a good guy, bad guy, the fact of the matter is he has pleaded
guilty to, I believe, about a million seven in conduit contributions
improperly made to political campaigns in this country. He has a
great deal of information, from reviewing his FBI testimony, about
the enlightened way that the Democratic National Committee has
raised money from noncitizens in the last election.

It is my understanding that, rather than having a hearing where
we could ask laser-like questions wherein the answers would be il-
luminating to not only the U.S. Congress but also the people in this
country, instead we are going to have 4 days of a full deposition
of Mr. Huang, creating great expense and inconvenience to not only
him, but to the committee, when this could have been handled by
a briefing by the competent staff of both Members.

And then, quite frankly, Mr. Waxman, and I will be glad to yield
to you, you made it sound as if our staff, your staff and the major-
ity’s staff, take these folks into a room with a bare light bulb and
rubber hose and beat the snot out of them. That is not the way this
thing happens.

The fact of the matter is that the lawyers that work for you and
Mr. Burton and the majority are competent, professional people,
who I think have done the best that they can.

Since I have used your name, I will be happy to yield to you.

Mr. WaxMAN. I thank you very much for the courtesy of yielding
to me. Let me tell you how the rules were changed in the deposi-
tions. The rules were changed—it used to be the Republicans’ side
would ask questions of a witness in a deposition for a half hour.
Then the Democrats would have a half hour, then the Republicans
a half hour. Well, the rules were changed, and the new rules said
the Democrats have to sit there however long it may take until the
Republicans ask every question they might possibly want to ask,
and that amounted to hours. And then if we had time, Democrats
were permitted to ask questions.

Questions were asked to witnesses that were absolutely im-
proper—about their drug use, their personal lives—that had noth-
ing to do about campaign finance issues. They objected. We ob-
jected. And then the chairman said, well, the witness had to an-
swer the question. A witness under those circumstances had to



41

take his or her chance that this committee wouldn’t hold them in
contempt of Congress. It was just far easier to answer whatever
questions were asked. People were abused.

And, again, 161 people went in for depositions. Only 15 ever
came before the committee that had something worthwhile to say
in open hearings.

I think the American people, if you really want to let them know
the truth, let’s have these questions asked in public. And if they're
abusive questions, let the public see that abusive questions are
being asked.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank you, and if I can take back my time
because I only get 5 minutes unlike the other distinguished mem-
bers of the committee, the ranking member and chairman.

I just want to indicate there were 161 people who went in. They
all came out, to my knowledge. None of them are missing in action,
and all of them have survived. It is also my understanding that the
Democratic side may not have used their time in the travel office
investigation to ask questions.

Last, I think the point I am trying to make is we should be able
to do better than that on both sides of the aisle.

The last thing I want to say, Mr. Chairman, is the notion which
has already come up, and I think will come up rather early in the
witness’s written statement as I reviewed it, 1s that somehow the
notion that investigating individuals who improperly channel con-
duit contributions illegally to political campaigns in this country is
responsible for hate crimes in this country is horse dung.

I thank you very much, and I yield back my time.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Shays.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding these hear-
ings.

And, Mr. Huang, it’s good to have you here.

We had 121 witnesses who have failed to cooperate with the com-
mittee based on a number of reasons. They fled the country. They
just simply didn’t answer questions, and we didn’t want to pull
them before the committee. And the vast majority used their fifth
amendment rights not to have self-incriminating testimony. That
was 122. Now we can say we have 121 who are failing to cooperate,
because you’re here, and I think we will learn a lot.

We will learn a lot about our corrupt campaign system. And we
will also learn about how people became corrupt using that system,
and that will be helpful. It will be helpful to hold people account-
able if we can, but it will also be important to hold people account-
able for changing the system that is corrupt.

I think you may have brought it to a new art form. I don’t con-
sider you a minor player here. You were in the DNC, and you
worked in Commerce, and Commerce became a polluted govern-
ment agency used in many ways to raise money instead of do its
job for the American people.

Bottom line, it’s been against the law since 1907 for corporate
treasury money to be used in campaigns. It’'s been against the law
since 1947 for union dues money to be used in campaigns. It’s been
against the law since 1974 for foreign governments to contribute to
campaigns. And it’s been against the law since God knows when
for people to use Federal buildings to raise money.
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All four happened under the protection of it being called soft
money, the unlimited sums from corporations, labor unions, foreign
governments, and individuals. And I hope in the process of holding
you and others accountable that we wake up and change this cor-
rupt campaign system.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you again for holding these hear-
ings. It hasn’t been easy for you to do this, and I appreciate that
you have persevered. Thank you.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Souder.

Mr. SOUDER. May I have unanimous consent to say something?
I don’t believe Mr. Waxman would object.

Mr. SHAYS. I would be happy to have him use the balance of my
time if he would like. I am happy to yield to the gentleman.

Mr. SOUDER. I thank the gentleman from Connecticut.

I think it’s important for the record to show, and I think most
of us here would agree with this, that, often, we will get off into
arcane questions about whether money—why corporations can’t
give money. But the reason for the law is the American govern-
ment and people were concerned that decisions could be com-
promised by having money, conduits moving in either unforeseen
or enlarged sums. And that is why we have the campaign laws.
This isn’t just some kind of technicality. And it applies to both par-
ties. And I know the gentleman from Connecticut has been a leader
and is concerned with this.

That is really why we are out here. We are not out here to catch
somebody because we want to get them. What we are really con-
cerned about is, OK, we saw the illegalities and what did they im-
{)act in our government. And that is why we have to have those
aws.

Mr. SHAYS. I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman yields back the balance of his time.

Mr. Huang, will you stand to be sworn?

[Witness sworn.]

Mr. BURTON. Be seated.

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Chairman, shall I proceed with my statement,
please?

Mr. BURTON. Yes, Mr. Huang, you can proceed with your opening
statement.

STATEMENT OF JOHN HUANG

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Chairman, Congressman Waxman, members of
the committee, thank you for this opportunity to appear and ad-
dress whatever issues may be of interest to you and the American
people. I have long hoped for this opportunity.

Indeed, as you are aware, in 1997, I offered to testify at the com-
mencement of the Senate hearings chaired by Senator Thompson.
At that time, neither the Senate nor the Department of Justice
were willing to immunize my testimony as to political fundraising
for which I subsequently received probation.

As the Department of Justice subsequently acknowledged, I am
not and never was a spy. I was honored to serve this fine Nation
and took my Department of Commerce duty as principal Deputy
Assistant Secretary for International Economic Policy very seri-
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ously. I also took my role at the Democratic National Committee
very seriously.

In addition, while things might have gone easier for me were I
able to implicate the President or Vice President in wrongdoing, I
never had a base upon which to do so. In fact, I maintain very high
regard for each of these dedicated men.

The past 3 years have been a terrible ordeal for me and my fam-
ily and for many Asian Americans. While there are legitimate and
substantive issues to merit inquiry, such as campaign finance re-
form and ensuring effective access to the political process for mi-
nority groups, the focus instead has been on the national origin of
individuals like myself and attempts to tar public servants that I,
like other Americans, believe in and have served. People seeking
publicity have lied about me repeatedly in the press and even be-
fore this committee without consequence.

For example, a former Member of this body, Mr. Solomon, in at-
tacking the administration, accused me of economic espionage on
the basis of what I am advised was an anonymous source at a cock-
tail party with whom, it turned out, did not even mention my name
or do anything other than perpetrate a rumor against an unidenti-
fied Asian American, a rumor which Mr. Solomon was only too
eager to embrace and capitalize upon.

It is my hope that in the hearings this week the questioning will
be substantive rather than merely accusatory, purposeful and of as-
sistance to the American people to the extent it contributes to the
accountability of those who both raised and received funds.

As for myself, I have made mistakes. Embarrassed and saddened
though I am by the unfortunate attention my conduct and notoriety
brought upon my community, the dated and isolated offenses,
which I have openly acknowledged, will not deter me from my ca-
reer-long efforts to promote understanding between the citizens of
the United States and those of China, Taiwan, and the rest of Asia.

While the United States is a participatory democracy, too few of
its citizens participate, and many groups are without sufficient re-
sources to ensure the fair and dispassionate consideration of their
views, needs, and concerns.

Indeed, as the Department of Justice has concluded, my motiva-
tion was not personal gain but was instead the integration of Asian
Americans into the political process of their chosen country. This,
of course, is merely an explanation and by no means excuses my
conduct, which, unfortunately, remains largely misunderstood, ex-
cept by the Department of Justice and the court.

I along with my wife and two sons were deeply moved by the fact
that, after almost 3 years of investigation by the Department of
Justice and based upon the nature of the offenses and my extensive
truthful and complete cooperation, the U.S. District Judge Richard
Paez, after a thorough review of all relevant facts, granted me pro-
bation. He did so in conformity with the recommendation of the
prosecutors who assured him of the genuine nature of my remorse.

In addition, based upon weeks of interrogation of an army of law
enforcement agents and the staffs of independent counsel offices,
the Department of Justice advised the court at my sentencing that
it considers me a man of good character and selfless honesty.



44

Moreover, the Department of Justice not only publicly acknowl-
edged my fitness to vote and wrote in support of restoration of my
right to do so, it also commended me to the court as an individual
uniquely qualified to serve Asian Americans and this great country
by building on my demonstrable successes in weaving the Asian
community into the intellectual and political fabric of our collective
society. The court agreed. I am grateful for their confidence and for
the opportunity for continued public service within my community.

Not only am I deeply appreciative of the opportunity provided by
Judge Paez for community service, but, after enduring years of
scurrilous, ill-motivated, and false allegations, I am eager to pro-
ceed both with my service and my life. Those who know me well
have honored me with their continued respect and support. Some
who view me only as a means to a questionable end do both them-
selves and the Nation a disservice and persist in unjustifiably de-
monizing me and other Asian Americans.

While I am due criticism and am working at atonement, char-
acter assassination alone, divorced from legitimate ends, degrades
not me but those who promote themselves not by deeds but by re-
sorting to demagoguery and vitriol.

Americans have nothing to fear from me, but they do have much
to fear from within. Hatemongers, bigots, and, regretfully, even
some of our elected officials continue to tear at America’s greatest
strength, its diversity, in an alarming and escalating pace.

The politics of pitting religious, ethnic, and racial groups against
one another threaten to harm this great country at its foundation,
as evidenced by the recent and unbearable series of hate crimes re-
sulting in the death or injury of a Jewish American, African Ameri-
cans, and Asian Americans in Los Angeles, Chicago, and Blooming-
ton, IN. Only through the practice of compassionate, inclusive poli-
cies can communities and the Nation overcome those who preach
fear and exclusion. And while I am by no means a perfect servant,
it is to this end that I devote my future.

In that effort, I am sustained by my family and friends, whose
love and support have enabled me to survive this 3-year ordeal
during which we have been largely defenseless in the face of an on-
slaught of unfounded allegations. As a result, and tired as I am
after arriving in D.C. this morning after a long day yesterday of
cooperation with the Department of Justice in Los Angeles, I am
pleased by this opportunity to assist the committee. I am looking
forward over the next few days to purging the misinformation
which currently taints the public’s understanding of my efforts over
time and to the creation of a credible, factual foundation from
which the committee, the American people, and I and my family
can move forward, ideally with dignity.

Thank you, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Thank you, Mr. Huang.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Huang follows:]
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STATEMENT OF JOHN HUANG

Mr. Chairman, Congressman Waxman, Members of the Committee,
thank you for this opportunity to appear and address whatever issues may be of
interest to you and the American people. I have long hoped for this opportunity.
Indeed, as you are aware, in 1997, I offered to testify at the commencement of the
Senate hearings, chaired by Senator Thompson. At that time, neither the Senate
nor the Department of Justice were willing to immunize my testimony as to political
fundraising for which I subsequently received probation. As the Department of
Justice subsequently has acknowledged, I am not and never was a spy. I was
honored to serve this fine nation and took my Department of Commerce duties as
principle Deputy Assistant Secretary for International Economic Policy very
seriously. I also took my role at the Democratic National Committee very seriously.
In addition, while things might have gone easier for me were I able to implicate the
President or Vice-President in wrongdoing, I never had a basis upon which to do so.
In fact, I maintain very high regard for each of these dedicated men.

The past three years have been a terrible ordeal for me and my family
and for many Asian Americans. While there are legitimate and substantive issues
that merit inquiry, such as campaign finance reform and ensuring effective access
to the political process for minority groups, the focus instead has been on the
national origin of individuals like myself and attempts to tar public servants that I,
like other Americans, believe in and have served. People seeking publicity have lied
about me repeatedly in the press and even before this Committee without
consequence.

For example, a former member of this body, Mr. Solomon, in attacking
the Administration, accused me of "economic espionage” on the basis of what I am
advised was an anonymous source at a cocktail party whom, it turned out, did not
even mention my name or do anything other than perpetuate a rumor against an
unidentified Asian American—a rumor which Mr. Solomon was only too eager to
embrace and capitalize upon.

It is my hope that in the hearings this week, the questioning will be
substantive, rather than merely accusatory, purposeful and of assistance to the
American people to the extent it contributes to the accountability of those who both
raise and receive funds.

As for myself, I have made mistakes. Embarrassed and saddened
though I am by the unfortunate attention my conduct and notoriety brought upon
my community, the dated and isolated offenses, which I have openly acknowledged,
will not deter me from my career-long efforts to promote understanding between the
citizens of the United States and those of China, Taiwan and the rest of Asia. While
the United States is a participatory democracy, too few of its citizens participate
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and many groups are without sufficient resources to ensure the fair and
dispassionate consideration of their views, needs and concerns.

Indeed, as the Department of Justice has concluded, my motivation
was not personal gain, but was instead the integration of Asian Americans into the
political process of their chosen country. This, of course, is merely an explanation
and by no means excuses my conduct, which unfortunately remains largely
misunderstood, except by the Department of Justice and the Court.

I along with my devoted wife and two sons, were deeply moved by the
fact that, after almost three years of investigation by the Department of Justice,
and based upon the nature of the offenses and my extensive, truthful and complete
cooperation, United States District Judge, Richard Paez, after a thorough review of
all relevant facts, granted me probation. He did so in conformity with the
recommendation of the prosecutors who assured him of the genuine nature of my
remorse. In addition, based upon weeks of interrogation by an army of law
enforcement agents and the staffs of Independent Counsel offices, the Department
of Justice advised the Court at my sentencing that it considered me a man of good
character and selfless honesty.

Moreover, the Department of Justice not only publicly acknowledged
my fitness to vote, and wrote in support of restoration of my right to do so, it also
commended me to the Court as an individual uniquely qualified to serve Asian
Americans and this great country by building on my demonstrable successes in
weaving the Asian communities into the intellectual and political fabric of our
collective society. The Court agreed. I am grateful for their confidence and for the
opportunity for continued public service within my community.

Not only am I deeply appreciative of the opportunity provided by Judge
Paez for community service, but, after enduring years of scurrilous, ill-motivated
and false allegations, I am eager to proceed—both with this service and my life.
Those who know me well have honored me with their continued respect and
support. Some, who view me only as a means to a questionable end, do both
themselves and the nation a disservice and persist in unjustifiably demonizing me
and other Asian Americans. While I am due criticism and am working at
atonement, character assassination alone, divorced from legitimate ends, degrades
not me but those who promote themselves, not by deeds, but by resorting to
demagoguery and vitriol.

Americans have nothing to fear from me, but they do have much to
fear from within. Hate-mongers, bigots and, regrettably even some of our elected
officials, continue to tear at America's greatest strength—its diversity—and at an
alarming and escalating pace. The politics of pitting religious, ethnic and racial
groups against one another threaten to harm this great country at its foundation as
evidenced by the recent and unbearable series of hate crimes resulting in the death
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or injury of Jewish Americans, African Americans and Asian Americans in Los
Angeles, Chicago and Bloomington, Indiana. Only through the practice of
compassionate, inclusive policies can communities and the nation overcome those
who preach fear and exclusion. And, while I am by no means a perfect servant, it is
to this end that I devote my future.

In that effort I am sustained by my family and friends, whose love and
support have enabled me to survive this three year ordeal, during which we have
been largely defenseless in the face of an onslaught of unfounded allegations. As a
result, and tired as [ am after arriving in D.C. this morning following a long day
yesterday of cooperation with the Department of Justice in Los Angeles, I am
pleased by this opportunity to assist the Committee. I am looking forward, over the
next few days, to purging the misinformation which currently taints the public's
understanding of my efforts over time and to the creation of a credible, factual
foundation from which the Committee, the American people and I and my family
can move forward—ideally with dignity.
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Mr. BURTON. Before I start the questioning, I would like to
make—go ahead and start the clock so this will be on my time. I
would like to respond just briefly to Mr. Waxman’s comments, first
of all, regarding the new system we have here so that, through the
Internet, the American people can watch the proceedings from
gavel to gavel. We are not the first committee to do this. We won’t
be the last. The International Operations Committee is installing
a system like this right now. The Transportation Committee has
had one for some time. And we believe that the American people’s
right to know is extremely important.

One of the great strengths of our society is the openness of our
government and to eliminate the doubt about various things that
happened in committee hearings, we thought it would be a good
idea and a relatively inexpensive idea to make sure that the Amer-
ican people got unvarnished facts from our hearings.

And as I said to Mr. Waxman at the outset, we are going to
make absolutely sure that there is fairness on both sides. His state-
ment today, which was pretty much an attack on me and the way
we have conducted our hearings, the American people saw today
unvarnished. You have a right to say those things. And I, as the
chairman of this committee, have a right to refute those if I can.

And one of the things that I want to say is you made some com-
ments about Mr. Hubbell. I would like to refresh your memory and
tell you that, after the accusations were made, the next day we re-
leased all 16 hours of the Hubbell tapes without any change what-
soever. So within 24 hours of the accusations, all Hubbell tapes
were released to the American press and to the American people.

Regarding the bias that we have and the bias that our govern-
ment has toward people on the Democrat side and people involved
in this campaign finance scandal, Mr. Huang really was not fined
any financial penalty whatsoever, although Mr. Huang and Mr.
Trie were involved in over $2 million, we believe, from illegal con-
duit contributions that came from foreign sources. And much of
this money, probably 90 percent of it, has been returned. So they
were directly involved, and there is no question about it or else the
DNC would not have returned that.

While, at the same time, the Dole for President Committee got
$120,000, much less than the $2 million, from a man named Simon
Fireman. He was fined $6 million. The Empire Sanitary Landfill,
they gave $129,000. They were fined $8 million. Another Repub-
lican who was responsible for much fewer illegal conduit contribu-
tions than Mr. Huang had a $5 million fine. And both of the Re-
publicans got terms of detention.

Now, none of that has happened to any of the Democrat conduit
contributors that we know of—a $5 million fine, $8 million fine, $6
million fine. And so as far as the equal application of justice, it
doesn’t appear to me that there has been an equal application of
justice by this Justice Department. And I have talked about that
a number of times.

And I said that I thought the Attorney General was showing a
bias, was blocking our investigations, wasn’t cooperating with this
committee. And I said the same things with the White House.

Now, I stand by what I said in the past. I understand—and much
of what you said today, Mr. Waxman, you have said time and time



50

again. You tried to make a comedy out of our hearings. You tried
to denigrate our hearings. You tried to say we have been on a
witch-hunt. You tried to say all kinds of things, and you said it
again today. And you have a right to say those things. But the fact
of the matter is we are determined, if it’s at all possible, to get to
the bottom there of campaign finance scandal, and we are going to
be vigilant, and we are going to continue.

And I fully expect at future hearings you will say the same
things over and over again. You will attack me over and over
again. But I want you to know, Mr. Waxman, I and this committee
will not be deterred, and now the American people can watch gavel
to gavel and judge for themselves from the questions and answers
of the witnesses whether or not we are being fair. And I think that
they are going to be pretty fair when they judge what we do.

Let me start with the questions, Mr. Huang.

When was the last time that you spoke to James Riady?

Mr. HUANG. I think around May or June this year.

Mr. BURTON. May or June of this year.

Mr. HUANG. Yes, sir.

Mr. BURTON. And when was the last time you spoke to Mochtar
Riady?

Mr. HUANG. It was about the same time, sir.

Mr. BURTON. About the same time.

Mr. HUANG. Yes, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Was that on a long distance call or in person?

Mr. HUANG. No. I was visiting Jakarta.

Mr. BURTON. You were in Jakarta?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, sir.

Mr. BurTON. OK. Did you speak to any other individuals from
the Lippo Group at that time?

Mr. HUANG. There were some Lippo employees at that time. And
because it was Mr. Mochtar Riady’s 70 years birthday, I was in-
vited to attend.

Mr. BurTON. OK. How much were you in contact with James
Riady during 1997 and 1998?

Mr. HUANG. I'm sorry, sir?

Mr. BURTON. How much were you in contact? How many times,
do you recall? Were you in contact with him a lot during 1997?

Mr. HUANG. No. There was only one occasion I traveled in Asia
in 1987.

Mr. BURTON. 1997.

Mr. HuaNG. 1997. I'm sorry. I did visit around August 1997. 1
had occasion to meet with Mr. Riady in Singapore.

Mr. BURTON. And in 1998.

Mr. HUANG. That was 199—that was 1998, I'm sorry. 1999, this
year, I went to Jakarta.

Mr. BURTON. Uh-huh. Do you know—do you recall the substance
of the communications you had with Mr. Riady during those visits?

Mr. HUANG. OK. In 1998, that was the first meeting I had after
all these campaign finance matter erupt. So for the last previous
few years, I never had an opportunity. Apparently he read of a lot
of articles and news account, watching on TVs. He expressed some
concern to see how I could hold on on this matter. So, more or less,
it was a concern about me.
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Mr. BURTON. Did you talk to them on the telephone in addition
to those meetings?

Mr. HUANG. There was a couple phone calls like at Christmas
time, the New Year’s, just saying Happy New Year. That’s about
all.

Mr. Chairman, let me correct my statement and add a little point
in. Both of my trips I went to Asia in 1998 and 1999 were approved
by the Department of Justice.

Mr. BUrRTON. OK. Did you receive any money from the Riady
family since September 19967

Mr. HUANG. Yes, I did. Some gift money.

Mr. BURTON. Some gift money?

Mr. HUANG. Gift money, yes.

Mr. BURTON. How much money was that?

Mr. HUANG. The first time in—I believe is in the Christmas time
around 1997 was around $18,000. The second time during the trips
in 1998, I received $20,000.

Mr. BURTON. So you received $18,000 in 1997 and $20,000 in
1998. And you say that was a Christmas gift?

Mr. HUANG. No, it was gift money.

Mr. BURTON. What was it given for?

Mr. HUANG. As a gift. Because I have not been working for all
these years, you know. I was a friend, so probably he was just
showing a concern about me.

Mr. BURTON. This was during the height of our campaign finance
investigation that they gave you these gifts?

Mr. HUANG. I think that the investigation was still going on, yes.
I don’t know whether it was the height or not, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Were there any stipulations, or did they just give
these to you because they felt like you needed the money?

Mr. HUANG. There is no stipulation, no.

Mr. BURTON. Have you gotten any more money since the $20,000
you received in 1999?

Mr. HuaNG. As I indicated, I made a trip in 1999 this year.
There was just a few thousand dollars to cover my travel expenses.

Mr. BURTON. So they paid your travel expenses over there and
back?

Mr. HUANG. That’s right.

Mr. BURTON. But in addition to the $18,000 in 1997 and $20,000
in 1998—or 1998 and 1999, you have received no other funds?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Have you read any of the campaign finance deposi-
tions?

Mr. HUANG. About myself, or about the others?

Mr. BURTON. Have you read any of the campaign finance deposi-
tions of yourself or anyone else?

Mr. HUANG. I did not.

Mr. BURTON. Are you aware of any of the statements from any
of the witnesses regarding the campaign finance investigation?

Mr. HUANG. I do not.

Mr. BURTON. Have you watched any of the campaign finance
hearings or read any of the transcripts from any of our hearings?
Have you had an opportunity to do that?
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Mr. HuANG. With all due respect, I don’t have a cable. I really
didn’t have a chance to do that.

Mr. BURTON. So you haven’t heard or read anything of the state-
ments of the witnesses?

Mr. HUANG. No. I read a newspaper occasionally, but I don’t even
subscribe regularly to a newspaper on that, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Have you had any contact with Charlie Trie since
the investigation began?

Mr. HUANG. Yes. On one or two occasions very briefly, because,
sir, his wife was very ill. I believe she was suffering from cancer
while I was traveling in Asia, and people told me about his wife’s
situation. I expressed a concern so I called him just to express my
sympathy on that.

r. BURTON. But that is the only contact during the investiga-
tion?

Mr. HUANG. That is the only other contact, sir.

Mr. BurTON. How about Maria Hsia?

Mr. HUANG. She did call my home before. My wife answered the
phone, but I did not really speak directly to her.

Mr. BURTON. And when was this?

Mr. HUANG. This was I believe the one time this year. Now there
was some—one occasion at the beginning of the investigation right
after the 1996 matters came out, there were some conversations,
but it was not really detail. That was a little bit—a few more min-
utes. It was a little bit longer conversation.

Mr. BURTON. Did the conversation relate in any way to the cam-
paign finance problems or investigation?

Mr. HUANG. If I remember vaguely, there was—I am trying to
identify whether there was a copy—copy of checks which some of
her contributors have made, whether I have a copy for that or not.

Mr. BURTON. She wanted to know if you had a copy of the check.

Mr. HUANG. A copy of the check.

Mr. BURTON. Did you have a copy?

Mr. HUANG. Well, I was still at the DNC, though, sir.

Mr. BURTON. You were still at the DNC?

Mr. HuANG. Yeah. But, afterwards, I remember there was also
one conversation. But I cannot recall very extensive what the detail
was about.

Mr. BURTON. Have you talked to Pauline Kanchanalak?

Mr. HUANG. Not with her at all.

Mr. BURTON. And Ted Sioeng and his family?

Mr. HUANG. I had only one meeting with Ted Sioeng at the be-
ginning. It was in 1996. Why my—when my matter erupts, his
matter was not coming out yet.

Mr. BURTON. You said when you would talk to Mr. Riady, he
said, how could you hold on or

Mr. HUANG. No. He was trying to see how I had held on.

Mr. BURTON. How are you holding up, is that what he meant?

Mr. HUANG. That’s right. That’s right.

Mr. BURTON. So he wasn’t asking any question about whether
you could keep quiet about something?

Mr. HUANG. Oh, no, not in that nature, sir.
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Mr. BURTON. All right. Did James Riady fly from Indonesia to
the United States to attend the fundraiser with Governor Clinton
on August 14, 1992 in California?

Mr. HUANG. I think 1986 you're talking about, right?

Mr. BURTON. No, I'm talking about 1992 where James Riady—
did he fly from Indonesia to the United States to attend a fund-
raiser for Governor Clinton in California on August 14, 1992?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, he did.

Mr. BURTON. James Riady entered the country with $24,400 in
cash. Do you remember what he did with that money?

Mr. HUANG. That I don’t know.

Mr. BURTON. You don’t know.

Mr. HUANG. I don’t know with the cash, no.

Mr. BUrTON. Exhibit 15, and do we have that to put up or is it
in the book? I think you have a book, exhibit 15, if you could refer
to that. It is an August 12th, 1992 memo from Melinda Yee to An-
nette Castro, providing information about Mr. Riady so he could at-
tend an Asian Pacific American Roundtable discussion. Do you re-
call if James Riady attended the APA Roundtable discussion on
August 12, 1992?

[Exhibit 15 follows:]
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TO: ANNETTE CASTRO (via fax - wNgmiymme)

FR: MELINDA YEE (euiiiimeammy

RE: LIST OF ASIAN PACIFIC AMERICAN PARTICIPANTS
FOR ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSION

DATE: AUGUST 12, 19952

James Riady

Date of Birth: dsee
SS#: ke

James Riady is the Deputy Chairman of -Lippogroup and a long-time
acquaintance of BC’'s. The group is in financial services in the

U.8. and throughout Asia. Mr. Riady lived in Arkansas from 1985~
1987 where he was president of Worthen Bank in Little Rock.

EXHIBIT

15

g

CG92B~ 00131
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Mr. HUANG. I do not recall there was any roundtable discussion
in August 1992, no.

Mr. BURTON. You don’t recall being at a meeting like that on Au-
gust 12th?

Mr. HUANG. No. There was only the fundraising, the event on
August 6, 1992.

l\gr. BURTON. So you don’t recall James Riady being at that meet-
ing?

Mr. HuaNG. I did not even know there was such a roundtable.

Mr. BurTON. OK.

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. BURTON. On exhibit 17, there is a memo from Melinda Yee
to Governor Clinton. It has talking points for Governor Clinton for
the August 14, 1992 fundraiser. At the top, it says, the event is
hosted by Fong Eu and John Huang. Did you host that fundraiser
along with Fong Eu?

[Exhibit 17 follows:]
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ASTAN PACIFIC AMERICAN UNITY FUNDRAISING LUNCH
AUGUST 14, 1992

penGaD-Boyanne, W, J-

TO: Governor Bill Clinton
FR: Melinda Yee
RE: Asian Pacific American Unity Lunch

EVENT :

This fundraising lunch, hosted by California Secretary of State
March Fong Eu and John Huang, a banker (who had met you when he
was with James Riady who opened a bank in Arkansas in 1985) is an
extremely important political hit as well in the Asian Pacific
American community. It is your first major Asian Pacific
American fundraiser and expected to raise $250,000. Dan Quayle
was just in town doing a similar fundraising hit in the Asian
Pacific American community.

MESSAGE:
Key talking peints should be:

- Recognize the Asian Pacific American community, now 10% of
the population in California, as a critical constitituency for
your campaign. Asian Pacific American elected officials in
California like March Fong Eu, Michael Woo, Bob Matsui, and
Norm Mineta are already playing an important rcle.

It is outrageous that despite being 10% of the populatiocn,
currently there are no Asian Pacific Americans in the state house
(no Assembly or State Senators). Political empowerment is
critical to the Asian Pacific American community and the Clinton
Administration will encourage Asian Pacific Americans to run for
office and high-level appointments will be made in the Clinton
Administration (perhaps a cabinet position?).

- Education is a critical issue for the Asian Pacific American
communiity. I fully support affirmative action, oppose English as
the official language, and support bilingual education.
University admissions policies should be fair and should not
discriminate against Asian Pacific Americans.

- The passage of the voting rights act is imperative. All
Americans must be given a fair opportunity to participate in the
electoral process. When necessary, multi-lingual material/ballots
should be used in the voting process.

I am supportive of the Justice for Wards Cove Workers Act in
whlcn 2,000 Americans, primarily those of Asian Pacific American
descent were excluded from the 1991 Civil Rights Bill. We cannot
tolerate a civil rights bill that excludes any Americans.

©

o
- Race relations have deteriorated and anti-Asian violence, <
particularly Japan-bashing, is on the rise. We must ensure that ©
the civil liberties of all Americans-is protected. =

o
- After the LA riots over 2,500 Korean American businesses were %
destroyed. Federal aid has been slow and unresponsive. ©

We must do all we can to help the swmall business owners who lost
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their stores and enhance minority business opportunities, in
general.

- Family unification should be the cornerstone of U.S.
immigration policy. We must eliminate the tremendous backlogs
which separate families for years.

- In foreign policy matters, human rights violations in Asia
must not be tolerated. Most Favored Nation status in China should
be granted, but with respect for human rights, political
liberalization and responsible international conduct.

CGY2B- 00389
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Mr. HUANG. I hope the date of the memo is correct. We did have
a fundraising event I was hosting with March Fong Eu in honor
of then-Governor Clinton, Candidate Clinton at that time in San
Gabriel, CA. That was a luncheon, fundraising.

Mr. BURTON. And how did you become the host or co-host of that
event?

Mr. HUuANG. I was very much involved in the community affairs,
and also I was helping out the political causes before.

Mr. BURTON. That was with the Asian Pacific American organi-
zation.

Mr. HUANG. Yeah, called Pacific Leadership specifically, yes.

Mr. BURTON. Did you pledge to raise or contribute a certain
amgunt of money to become the host of that hearing or that meet-
ing?

Mr. HUuaNG. Essentially, yes. It’s about $100,000.

Mr. BURTON. You pledged to raise $100,000?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. BurTON. Exhibit 18 is a schedule for Governor Clinton for
the August 14, 1992 fundraiser. That is exhibit 18.

[Exhibit 18 follows:]
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8chedule For Gov. Bill Clinton
Date: Friday, August 14, 1992

10:00 am
(12:00 pm)
cdt

10:30 am

10:35 am

10:40 am

11:05 am

11:15 am

12:30 pm-
(2:30 pm)
cdt

12:40 pm

PHONE CALL TO GEORGE STEPHANOPOULOS
S o YT

PROCEED
Room: Palm Suite, Rm. 842

MAKEUP
Makeup person: Charlie Blackman

TAPING
Contact: John Rubin

TNt (1) SRS (O )

NOTE: This taping will be spliced into
convention video for direct mail piece.

BEGIN EXIT

DEPART

en route FUNDRAISER

San Woo Seafood Resturant
140 West Valley Blvd.

San Gabriel, CA

Drive time: 45 min.

ARRIVE
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Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. BUrTON. Did Mr. Riady, in fact, greet Governor Clinton at
the elevator prior to that event?

Mr. HuaNG. With the other people as well, like the Madam
March Fong Eu, the other community leaders, at the same time.

Mr. BURTON. So there was a group of people?

Mr. HUANG. There was a group of people.

Mr. BURTON. So there was nothing specific about the Riady meet-
ing with him at that point?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. BURTON. OK. Were there any discussions at that elevator,
anything of substance, or just a greeting?

Mr. HuaNG. It was just a greeting, and then Governor Clinton
was escorted to the main dining room.

Mr. BURTON. OK. On exhibit 19, if you could turn to that, is a
memo from Melinda Yee to Governor Clinton regarding a limousine
ride that Mr. Riady was supposed to take with Governor Clinton
on August 14th. Where did Melinda Yee get that information about
the limousine ride that was to take place with Governor Clinton?

[Exhibit 19 follows:]
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CAR RIDE WITH JAMES RIADY
AUGUST 14, 1992

TO: SGovernor Bill Zlinton
FR: Melinda Yee
RE: Car Ride with Zames Riady

James Riady is the Deputy Chairman of Lippogroup and a long-time
acquaintance of yours. The group is in financial services in the
U.5. and throughout Asia. Mr. Riady lived in Arkansas from 1985-
1987 wnen he was president of Worthen 3ank in Little Rock,

He has flown all they way from Indonesia, where he is now based,

to attend the fundraisex, He will be giving $100,000 to this

event and has the potential to give much more. He will talk to

you abcut tanking .ssues and international business. This is -
primarily a courtesy call.

EXHIBIT
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Mr. HUANG. OK. May I read this first, please, sir?

Mr. BURTON. Sure.

Mr. HuaNG. That was through the request of Mr. James Riady
through me.

Mr. BURTON. So you were requested by James Riady to set up
a limousine ride where he could talk to Governor Clinton?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. BURTON. Privately.

Mr. HUANG. Right. Mr. Chairman, I might have made a mistake
on the date. If that August 14 is similar to the date I was thinking
about the fundraising event, then August 14 is probably the correct
date, sir.

Mr. BurTON. OK. How much did the Riadys give for that event
on August 14th; do you recall?

Mr. HuaNG. Well, as I mentioned to you, I committed for
$100,000. That is about all we did.

Mr. BURTON. The Riadys gave $90,000 of that; is that correct?

Mr. HuaNG. With all the companies all together, approximately
that amount, yes.

Mr. BURTON. So it was from the Riady Group?

Mr. HUANG. The group, yes.

Mr. BURTON. And why did Mrs. Yee say that the Riadys gave
$100,000 when they gave $90,000?

Mr. HUANG. I believe probably the other $10,000 is probably com-
ing from me and my wife.

Mr. BURTON. So your wife gave $10,000. Was that her own
money?

Mr. HUANG. Myself and my wife.

Mr. BURTON. It was your own personal funds?

Mr. HUANG. At that time, it was.

Mr. BURTON. Would Melinda Yee have thought that this $10,000
was going to be coming ultimately from the Riadys through you?

Mr. HUANG. No. No, sir, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. Since Mr. Riady was not a United States citizen
and since he then permanently resided in Indonesia, did anyone ex-
press to him any concerns that it was illegal for him to contribute
money to the—to a U.S. political campaign?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir. If [if I remember correctly, Mr. Riady at
that time still had the green card status, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Was he living in the United States?

Mr. HuaNG. No, he was traveling back to Indonesia. But he still
had the green card status. He maintained a home in the United
States.

Mr. BURTON. But he was living in Indonesia.

Mr. HUANG. He spent a lot of time over there at that time, yes.

Mr. BURTON. All right. How did Melinda Yee know that James
Riady had the potential to give much more? That is a quotation she
used.

Mr. HUANG. I can’t speculate. Maybe just all the impression she
had on the group, the size of the group, the business the Riady
family had.

Mr. BURTON. Did you indicate in any way to her that the Riadys
were capable and willing to give much more?
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Mr. HUANG. If I did give that impression, I don’t remember at
this time, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. Was Melinda Yee aware, to your knowledge, that
Mr. Riady was going to give much more by funneling it through his
companies and employees?

Mr. HUANG. The detailed parts, no. No. How the money is going
to be funded, no, was not known to any of the other people, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. Well, before the limousine ride took place, did you
know that Mr. Riady was going to tell the then-Governor Clinton
that he was going to raise $1 million for him?

Mr. HUANG. I did not, no.

Mr. BURTON. Until after then—right.

Mr. HUANG. But, however, I do know the fact that he did indicate
hflreally wanted to give something; he ought to give more instead
of less.

Mr. BURTON. I'm not sure I understand. He would give less be-
cause he was concerned——

Mr. HUANG. In other words, he would give a large amount and
have a greater impact that way.

Mr. BURTON. I see. Apart from the information in Mrs. Yee’s
memo, did Governor Clinton have any other information to believe
that James Riady lived in Indonesia at that time? I mean, he knew
he flew in from Indonesia to meet at this fundraiser. Did he know,
aside from flying in for the fundraiser, that he was living in Indo-
nesia?

Mr. HuaNG. No. I don’t know what Mr. Clinton knows about
that. But I suspect Mr. Clinton would know because the Lippo
Group is quite extensive. They have a position in different parts of
the world.

Mr. BURTON. If you could look at exhibit 20, now, it is a chart
of Lippo-related contributions that were given prior to—before the
August 14, 1992, fundraiser. Were David Yeh’s contributions given
for the August 14, 1992, fundraiser?

[Exhibit 20 follows:]
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RIADY - RELATED CONTRIBUTIONS
AUGUST 3 -13, 1992

Sam Woo Seafood Restaurant Event with Gov. Clinton

August 14, 1992
David Yeh 8/3/92 $5,000 DNC
David Yeh 8/8/92 $5,000 DNC
Jane Huang 8/10/92 $5,000 California Democratic Party
Jane Huang 8/12/92 $5,000 DNC
Hip Hing Holdings 8/12/92 $50,000 DNC
James Riady 8/13/92 $5,000 California Democratic Party
James Riady 8/13/92 $15,000 DNC
Aileen Riady 8/13/92 $5,000 California Democratic Party
Aileen Riady 8/13/92 $15,000 DNC
Total $110,000

EXHIBIT

20
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Mr. HUANG. I could not really tie that in it at this point. It could
be at this time, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Are all of these contributions that you see illegal?
And if not, can you identify the ones that are legal and explain why
they are legal?

Mr. HUANG. I am not a lawyer at this time to judge about that,
whether they are legal or not on the surface on that, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Well, as you can see, you have got David Yeh. You
have got Jane Huang. You have got Hip Hing Holdings and the
Riadys, both James and Aileen.

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Chairman, yeah, let me consult with my lawyers
a little bit, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Sure.

Mr. HuaNG. At that particular moment, Mr. Dave Yeh was a
green card holder. At that time, I believe he was legal. He could
legally give. For instance, my wife is an American citizen. She
could give. And the Hip Hing Holdings was the U.S. entity at that
time and also had a U.S. revenue, and I believe at that time they
could give. James Riady and Aileen Riady were green card holders,
so at that time I believe they could give.

But later on when things developed and some of the money, I be-
lieve, they were somehow being reimbursed or taken care of.

Mr. BURTON. They were being reimbursed from the Lippo Group
in Indonesia?

Mr. HUANG. Except the Riadys’ money, which I certainly have no
doubt that they were being reimbursed. They were very rich them-
selves already.

Mr. BURTON. I understand. But the others there, you or your
wife, David Yeh and the others were—to your knowledge, were
they reimbursed by the Lippo Group in Indonesia?

Mr. HUANG. I did not check for sure, but I believe they were
probably taken care of like Mr. David Yeh.

Mr. BURTON. In Indonesia.

Mr. HUANG. No, he was not in Indonesia. He was in Hong Kong,
Mr. Dave Yeh.

Mr. BURTON. But the money was coming from over there, and he
was being reimbursed.

Mr. HUANG. It could be there from there, yeah.

Mr. BURTON. Who was David Yeh?

Mr. HUANG. Mr. David Yeh was the president of the Lippo Bank
California, later on was transferred to Hong Kong as the managing
director of one of the group companies that handled real estate in
Hong Kong.

Mr. BURTON. Where was he living at the time?

Mr. HUANG. At the time, I believe he was just being transferred
to Hong Kong.

Mr. BURTON. So he was living in Hong Kong?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Was David Yeh—well, you said you believe he prob-
ably was reimbursed for his contributions.

Mr. HUANG. I don’t know for sure. The reason I speculate there
is because the matter relating to me, I was taken care of. I believe
some of the executives who made a contribution were also being
taken care of.
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Mr. BURTON. Now, were you and your wife reimbursed for that
$10,000 that you contributed through your bonus in 1992.

Mr. HUANG. Yes, sir.

Mr. BURTON. And that was from the Lippo Group in Indonesia.

Mr. HUANG. Yes. From the Lippo entity somewhere, yes.

Mr. BURTON. Who was the DNC or Clinton-Gore contact for these
contributions?

Mr. HUANG. In 1992, I believe, was Mary Leslie.

Mr. BURTON. Mary Leslie.

Can you look at exhibit 21 now? It is a DNC donor card for
James Riady’s $5,000 contribution to the California Democrat party
on August 13, 1992. Do you know who filled out that donor card
for Mr. Riady? Do you know who filled it out?

[Exhibit 21 follows:]
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Mr. HUANG. The donor card’s handwriting I don’t know.

Mr. BURTON. It was not your writing?

Mr. HuaNG. That was not my handwriting. Excuse me, it does
not appear to me to be Mr. Riady’s handwriting either.

Mr. BURTON. Did anyone tell Mr. Riady to put Lippo Bank U.S.
as his business address even though he lived in Indonesia?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t know. I don’t know what happened there. Ap-
parently people might have the impression that he was over there.

Mr. BURTON. Now, the Hip Hing Holdings $50,000 contributions
for August 14, 1992, if you could look at exhibit 22, there is a—
it’s an August 17, 1992, memo from you and Agus Setiawan—I
hope I pronounced that correctly—to Mrs. Ong Bwee Eng. Did you
request a $50,000 Hip Hing Holdings contribution to be reim-
bursed?

[Exhibit 22 follows:]
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To: Mrs. Ong Bwee Eng
From: John Huang / Agus Setlawan

Date: ~  August 17, 1892

Re: Fund for - Hip Hing Holdings, Ltd.

- San Jose Holdings, Ine.

Please kindly wire:
USD.146,500.00 {One hundred forty six thousand five hundred dollars) to

Hip Hing Holdings, Ltd. account,
USD,7,500.00 {Seven thousand five hundred dollars) to San Jose Holdings,

Inc.
at Lippobank - Los Angeles, Attention: John Huang / Agus Setiawan.,

~ BNP - Interest June 28,1992 - August 31,1992 $ 65.625
- DNC Victory « Contribution . ) $ 50,000
- Operating Exps. - August 1992 - Salaries, etc, . $ 28,000
- Car Insurances, Car Registration & Others

= Total $146,500
- BNP - Interest July 13,1992 - August 13,1992 $ 7.280

- Others

= Total $ 7.500

Please kindly let me know if you have any questions.

Best Regards.

EXHIBIT
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Mr. HUANG. That memo has my name, but I believe that was
sent by Mr. Agus Setiawan.

Mr. BURTON. Well, now, did he—are you saying that he asked
that the Hip Hing Holdings contribution be reimbursed?

Mr. HuaNG. That item was listed there. Mr. Chairman, let me
explain to you, routinely on a very regular basis whatever expenses
incurred in Hip Hing Holdings, the comptroller of the company,
meaning Agus Setiawan, and my colleague at that time, would
send a report back to Indonesia to indicate how much was spent
during that period of time and would request for replenishment of
the money coming back.

Mr. BURTON. So even though your name is on there, you are say-
ing that Mr. Setiawan is the one who initiated that?

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Chairman, by no means I shirk my responsibil-
ity on this part, because my name was there. And also I was more
or less had senior position in that operation. So I take responsibil-
ity of that part, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Exhibit 23, if you can take a look at that, it’s a wire
transfer from the LippoBank Limited to Hip Hing Holdings. Where
is LippoBank Limited located?

[Exhibit 23 follows:]
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Mr. HUANG. It is not really readable on my copy here.

Mr. BURTON. Where is LippoBank Limited located?

Mr. HUANG. That was located in Jakarta, Indonesia.

Mr. BURTON. Jakarta.

Does that $146,500 wire from LippoBank, does that include reim-
bursement for the $50,000 Hip Hing Holdings contribution?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, it is.

Mr. BURTON. It does?

Mr. HUANG. Uh-huh.

Mr. BURTON. Were you and Mr. Setiawan aware that it was ille-
gal to reimburse a political contribution?

Mr. HUANG. At that time probably it is totally—I did not really
think about that issue at that moment, at that moment.

Mr. BURTON. You did not know it was illegal at that time?

Mr. HUANG. Did not think of it as this was done.

Mr. BURTON. How many times prior to the limousine ride did you
or James Riady speak to Governor Clinton on—in August 19927

Mr. HUANG. I don’t believe in that year Mr. Riady had ever spo-
ken to Mr. Clinton then. But I did have one or two occasions, be-
cause, during the campaign trail, I met with then Governor Clin-
ton. One time I believe is in February, the other time was probably
March. If I am not mistaken, I also had arranged a get-together
session for him to meet with some Chinese-American or Asian-
American community leaders in Chinatown, Los Angeles in April.

Mr. BURTON. In April of that year?

Mr. HUANG. In that year, yes.

Mr. BURTON. Was the purpose of the limousine ride solely so Mr.
Riady could tell Governor Clinton about his plan to raise $1 million
for his campaign?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t know that that was our original intention for
him to tell Mr. Clinton personally that or not. But that was the oc-
casion—because it was a long time since they both had met after
Mr. Riady left Little Rock, AR. So it more or less just get acquaint-
ance on that issue.

Mr. BURTON. Do you know if Mr. Riady wanted to discuss bank-
ing issues or international business with Governor Clinton during
that ride in the limousine?

Mr. HUANG. I didn’t think those issues came about, Mr. Chair-
man. The ride was very, very short. It was virtually from point of
the restaurant in San Gabriel to go to another location in the same
town, in San Gabriel, probably no more than 5 minutes or 10 min-
utes ride, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Why would Mr. Riady want to give $1 million to
then Governor Clinton’s campaign for the President? That is quite
a bit of money. I know they are very wealthy people, but why
would they want to give $1 million? Would they expect anything
in return for that, or what did they want for that?

Mr. HUANG. I really could not really speak of—speak of Mr.
Riady’s mind, but if you want me to speculate, I can do that.

Mr. BURTON. Go ahead.

Mr. HUANG. As I indicated to you earlier, you know if we really
want to contribute, even contribute $10,000 contribution, but may
not create a big impact. If you really want to make an impact, you
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want to make a very large amount of contribution. It’s a better im-
pression that way.

Mr. BURTON. OK. But if you want to make an impact, for what
reason do you want to make the impact?

Mr. HUANG. So people would notice of you, you know, on that
basis.

Mr. BURTON. They would notice you, so you would have influence
and be able to get things done; is that correct?

Mr. HUANG. You would get attention, more or less, I think.

Mr. BURTON. From whom?

Mr. HUANG. From the candidate or from campaign or other peo-
ple. You know, you have a different status. The larger donors defi-
nitely have the better status. Definitely.

Mr. BURTON. So they have more access?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. BurTON. OK. Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You started off your
half hour time period for asking questions by reacting to some of
the criticisms that you heard in my opening statement, and I want
to point out that if you read the statement over carefully, you will
find the harshest of the comments were not mine, but attributed
to reputable news sources and even Republican staff people and
Members.

And I also want people who may be watching this hearing to
know that notwithstanding the fact that the chairman said we are
going to have free and open coverage of what goes on in these hear-
ings, they are on C—SPAN coverage, gavel-to-gavel complete. In a
sense there is a redundancy to have a committee control its own
gavel-to-gavel coverage.

I just want to point out that we have gavel-to-gavel media cov-
erage, so everyone can see everything that is said at this hearing.
But what the American people won’t see is what is not called be-
fore the members of this committee: serious campaign finance vio-
lations and allegations of violations that have been ignored by this
committee. The chairman alone has issued subpoenas. So Members
on our side have asked him to pursue an investigation into various
allegations that have come up over the last several years about se-
rious Republican fundraising abuses.

For example, there is a Republican National Committee chair-
man, Haley Barbour, who worked with a group called the National
Policy Forum, and he got millions of dollars into this National Pol-
icy Forum from a noncitizen in Hong Kong named Ambrose Young,
and then he used that money to help Republicans. It appears from
what I have heard of it to be illegal. We asked that it be inves-
tigated, and it wasn’t.

There is a group called the Triad Management Services. This is
a group that advised Republicans on how to launder campaign
money and avoid the limits under the law.

There were allegations as well about Republican fundraising on
Federal property. For example, there was a Republican party to
come and meet Senator Dole when he was a Senator for $15,000
in the Senate Caucus Room; or for $45,000, you could have met and
had lunch with then Speaker Newt Gingrich. And we will go into
it again now and then later.
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The most serious of the allegations is the one made by a fellow
named Peter Cloeren, who said that he was asked by the Majority
Whip Tom DeLay to make a conduit contribution to a Republican
House candidate. Here is the fellow who made the contribution say-
ing how he was told and asked by a Republican leader, a Repub-
lican leader, to make this illegal contribution and we can’t get the
chairman to even respond to a letter of the Democrats asking to in-
vestigate it.

We asked at one time that this committee in looking at campaign
finance violations try to find out why the Republican leadership in
1997 wanted to give a $50 billion tax break to the tobacco industry.
And, of course, it followed the Republican National Committee re-
ceiving $8.8 million from the tobacco industry.

So you who are watching this hearing will see what goes on
today. But what you won’t see is what the chairman doesn’t want
you to know about, and those are serious violations by Republicans.
That is why this whole investigation is not credible. I am not say-
ing there have not been serious violations of the campaign laws by
Democrats and by Mr. Huang. But if this were a legitimate inves-
tigation, we wouldn’t be so limited in our ability today to present—
or not just today, at any other time—to get to the bottom of things,
to get the facts wherever they may lead us.

Mr. Huang, you have admitted that from 1992 to 1994, while
working for the Lippo Group headquartered in Indonesia, you took
part in a scheme to make illegal conduit campaign contributions.
These are serious offenses. They are felonies. And you have pled
guilty to a felony violation of the campaign finance laws for making
these conduit contributions. No one should minimize these or toler-
ate these violations. They are serious and deserve punishment. Do
you agree with that?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, I do, Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WAXMAN. These are the kinds of things that unfortunately
have happened too much in the abuses of our campaign laws. Con-
gressman Shays, as a member of this committee, introduced a bill
which I supported to try to plug up the complete abuse of the cam-
paign finance system. The reality is that all those limits and re-
strictions, whether they be on corporation contributions or labor
union money, or all these phony organizations that are set up to
receive the money and then spend more than individual candidates
can spend, these are tolerated now and acceptable and have be-
come par for the course.

I think what you did, Mr. Huang, was scandalous, but I think
what is being done every single campaign—and now this coming
year will probably be done in a greater magnitude than what we
saw even in 1996 and 1998—it is just quite scandalous and needs
to be repaired.

You are the central figure in the allegations of campaign finance
abuse during the 1996 Presidential election because of conduit con-
tributions. That is what you pleaded guilty to.

My staff has done a LEXIS-NEXIS search of media records that
mention your name. Since October 1996, there have been over
7,000 articles that mention your name in newspapers around the
country. The reason you have been the center of so much attention
is that Republicans in Congress have repeatedly alleged that you
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were part of a Chinese conspiracy to influence the United States
elections, that you gave national secrets to the Chinese, and that
you were part of a scheme involving President Clinton and the
DNC to knowingly solicit illegal foreign campaign contributions.

We even heard some of these allegations and innuendo in the
opening statements of some of my colleagues today. These allega-
tions of conspiracy and espionage are extraordinarily serious, ex-
traordinarily serious. And I voted for immunity so that you would
testify today because I wanted to learn whether they were true and
to find out what really did and did not happen during the 1996
Presidential election.

My approach to questioning you is different than the chairman’s.
The chairman has scheduled your testimony for 4 days of hearings
because he wants to conduct this hearing like a deposition. He ap-
parently wants to ask you about virtually everything that you have
done since 1992.

In fact, I was told that he has over 100 pages of questions that
he is intending to ask you. He has told us to be ready to meet here
until late tonight, tomorrow, the next day, maybe the day after.

Three years ago, when we began this investigation, that might
have been appropriate and might have made some sense. But today
we know what the central issues are, and those are what we should
be asking you about. So I am going to ask you about the major alle-
gations that have been made in this investigation, and let’s get
those statements on the record.

You are under oath. You are testifying before us under a grant
of immunity, so you can tell us the truth without fear of prosecu-
tion. And you are under oath, and if you do not tell us the truth,
you will be guilty of perjury.

Mr. Huang, do you have any knowledge that would implicate the
President of the United States in any illegal activity?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir, Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WAXMAN. Do you have any knowledge that would implicate
the Vice President of the United States in any illegal activity?

Mr. HUANG. No, Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WAXMAN. Do you have any knowledge that would implicate
the First Lady in any illegal activity?

Mr. HUANG. No, Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WAXMAN. Do you have any knowledge that would implicate
the Democratic National Committee in any illegal activity?

Mr. HUANG. No, Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WAXMAN. One of the first allegations about your conduct was
made by former House Speaker Newt Gingrich in the Wall Street
Journal in October 1996.

According to Speaker Gingrich, the Riady contribution which you
arranged “makes Watergate look trivial.” He went on to allege that
“we have never in American history had an American President
selling pieces of this country to foreigners.”

[The information referred to follows:]
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Monday, October 14, 1996

GOP Segks U.S. Probe Into Lippo Contributions
By Wall Stree: Journal Staff Reporters Jill Abramson, (lenn R. Simpson And
John R. Wilke

WASHINGTON -- Several Republican lawmakers have called for the appointment of an independemt counsel to
investigate whether the Democratic Party has received iflcgal foreign contributions, including nearly $1 million
from individuals tied to an Indonesian financial conglomerate, Lippo Group.

Federal regulators and congressional investigators also are examining the ownership structure of Lippo Bank, a
California institation that has as some of its major stockholders members of the Riady family of Jakarta, which
controls Lippo Group. A former Lippo and DNC official, John Huang, has raised $4 million to $5 million in
coniributions 1o the Democratic Party, mainly from the Asian- American business community.

Mr. Huang's fund-raising and the Lippo contributions were the focus of articles in The Wall Street Journal last
week. It is illegal for foreign companies and individuals to contribute 10 U.S. candidates or parties. However, it is
legal for permanem residems and the U.S. subsidiaries of foreign companies 1o donaie to U.S. candidates and
political parties.

Sen. John McCain, an Arizona Republican and prominent Dole campaign supporter, called on Artorney General
Janet Reno to appoint an independent counsel to probe the conmtributions. "Americans don't want foreigners
influencing our elections,” Sen. McCain said during an appearance on CNN's Late Edition, "and that's clearly
what’s been going on." Democratic Sen. Russ Feingold of Wisconsin, also appearing on the program, said, I
think this has to be investigated very thoroughly.”

Other Republicans jumped on the issue. Scott Reed, the Dole-Kemp campaign manager, said during an
appearance on Fox News Sunday: "This will make Watergate look like a tea party.” Appearing at a GOP rally in
Georgia, House Speaker Newt Gingrich said the Riady family's generosity "makes Watergate look trivial,"
adding, "We have npever in American history had an American president selling pieces of this country to
foreigners.” (Mr. Gingrich is himself the subject of a probe by the House ethics panel stemming from charges that
he improperly used taxexempt funds for political purposes.)

Vice President Al Gore defended the propriety of the Lippo-related contributions. "There have been no violations
of law, no violations of the regulations,” he said on NBC-TV's "Meet the Press.” "We've strictly complied with
every single one of them.” However, the DNC was forced to return a $250,000 contribution solicited by Mr.
Huang after checking into gquestions posed by the Los Angeles Times and finding the contribution came from 2
South Korean company. Mr. Gore said it wasn't unusual for political parties to return contributions.

Meanwhile, officials of the Federal Reserve and Federal Deposit Insurance Corp. began consulting last week on
why Lippo Bank falls under oversight of the FDIC instead of the Fed. Barks controlled by foreign corporations are
required to register with and be examined by the Fed, which is considered more politically independent than the
FDIC. A senior Fed official confirmed yesterday that the Fed's "banking supervision and legal staff are working
with the FDIC to get more information.” In addition, Republicans on the House Banking Committee's oversight
and investigations panel are pressing regulators for ownership data on the bank and its relationship to Lippo
Group.

In Lippo Group promotional material, Lippo Bank is described as an affiliate. The bank is crganized as a

Copr. © West 1998 No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works
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domestic instiwtion and is an FDIC-member bank, meaning that it is federaily insured. But federal officials said
that some major stockholders may be foreign nationals,

While no evidence has emerged showing foreign control, regulators have bad memcries of the 1950 scandal
involving Bank of Credit & Commerce International, which secretly gained control of a Washington-based U.S.
bank. In the wake of the BCCI scandal, a 1991 law required all banks controiled by foreign corporations to submit
to Fed regulation.

Lippo Bank has been the subject of two major regulatory actions by the FDIC since 1990. In a December 1994
action, the bank ran afoul of money-laundering statutes and agreed to comply with controls, including keeping
records on large cash transactions and prompt reporting of known or suspected criminal activity. It settled with the
FDIC in a cease-and-desist order in which it admitted no wrongdoing; the FDIC examination report that prompted
the action is confidential.

In 1990 the bank was cited by the FDIC for oiher abuses, including "hazardous lending” and lax comtrols. In
1985, a bank in which the Riadys were major investors, Worthen Bank of Little Rock, Ark., was subject to
enforcement action by the Office of the Compirotler of the Currency for excessive loans to Riady interests and to
the other major investors, the Stephens family, also of Little Rock, Ties between President Clinton and Lippo
developed when Lippo was a major investor in Worthen.

Separately, according to Newsweek, the U.S. Export-Import Bank has issued letters of credit totaling $900,000
for deals involving Lippe Bank. The White House says there is no evidence Mr. Clinton intervened to help Lippo.

The White House late Friday released correspondence between Mr. Clinion and a prominent Lippo-related
contributer, Arief Wirladinata, who, with his wife, has given $450,000 to the Democratic Party. In a leuter, the
president thanked Mr. Wirladinata, the sop-in-law of a prominent Lippo investor, for attending a White House
breakfast and a Democratic National Committee fund-raising event. The Wiriadinatas are now living in Jakarta,
although Mr. Wiriadinata has a green card, according to Knight Ridder. The contributions were made in 1995 and
1996, and during some of that time the Wiriadinatas lived in suburban Virginia.

Amy Weiss Tobe, a spokeswoman for the DNC, said the White House breakfast Mr. Wiriadinata attended in late
1995 was not a fund-raising event. "The DNC holds events at the White House honoring political and financial
supporters. We pay for all costs, A to Z," she said. The White House cannot be used for fund- raising, although
political meetings can be held in certain rooms of the White House as long as taxpayer funds aren't used. The
Republican National Commitiee also used the White House for such meetings during the Reagan-Bush years,
according to Ms. Weiss Tobe.

Other correspondence released by the White House included a get-well note from Mr. Clinton to Mr.
Wiriadinata's late father-in-law, who had suffered a heart atiack while visiting the U.S. in 1995. The get-well
letter was written at the request of James Riady, according to White House spokesman Mark Fabiani. The note
was hand-carried to the hosptial by Mark Middleton, a White House deputy to presidential adviser Mack McLarty.
Mr. Middleton, an Arkansan, also personally knows the Riady family, according to Mr. Fabiani.

Ms. Weiss Tobe said yesterday that Mrs. Wiriadinata had given another $25,000 to the DNC since June 30. (The
new donation will be listed on the party's quarterly filing due at the Federal Election Commission this week).

(See related letter: "Letters to the Editor: This Is No Watergate” -- W83 Oct. 29, 1996)
(See related letter: "Letters to the Editor: Lippo Didn't Receive Ex-Im Bank Coverage” -- WSJ Nov, 7, 1996)
- INDEX REFERENCES ----
COMPANY (TICKER):: LIPPC BANK PT (P.LBK)
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Mr. WAXMAN. In essence, Speaker Gingrich was alleging that
President Clinton was selling U.S. foreign policy in exchange for
campaign contributions that you helped to arrange. That is trea-
son.

Is it true, were you involved in a scheme to buy favorable policy
decisions for foreigners with campaign contributions?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. Did you ever have any conversation with the Presi-
dent or any of his advisors in which the President or his advisors
discussed making a policy decision in order to benefit campaign
contributors?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. Are you aware of any evidence of any kind that
supports Speaker Gingrich’s allegation that the President was sell-
ing pieces of this country to foreigners?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. One of the major allegations that has been made
is that you were part of a conspiracy involving Charlie Trie and
Johnny Chung to funnel illegal campaign contributions from the
Chinese Government to the President with the President’s knowl-
edge.

Senator James Inhofe from Oklahoma was one of the many who
made this allegation, and I want to quote what he said on the Sen-
ate floor earlier this year.

“John Huang, Charlie Trie, Johnny Chung, James Riady and oth-
ers with strong ties to China were deeply involved with the Presi-
dent’s knowledge in raising Chinese-tainted cash for the Clinton
campaign.”

I want to ask you about the assertions made in this allegation.
Were you part of a fundraising conspiracy involving Charlie Trie
and Johnny Chung, as Senator Inhofe and others have alleged?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. Were you part of a conspiracy to raise campaign
contributions from the Chinese Government?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. Do you have any knowledge about any efforts by
the Chinese Government to make illegal campaign contributions to
President Clinton?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. Part of Senator Inhofe’s allegation is that Presi-
dent Clinton knew that you and others were raising Chinese-taint-
ed cash. Chairman Burton has made similar allegations about the
President’s knowledge. Is this true?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. Did President Clinton participate in or have any
knowledge of efforts to raise illegal foreign campaign contributions
as far as you know?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. WaAXMAN. Did you ever have any discussions with the Presi-
dent about who you were raising campaign contributions from?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. Another major allegation is that you were a Chi-
nese spy. Let’s get that on the table. Speaker Gingrich, for exam-
ple, went on national television in April 1997, to allege that “John
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Huang was clearly being given secrets while going to the Chinese
embassy.”

Chairman Burton made a similar accusation on national tele-
vision in February 1997 when he said that “Mr. Huang may very
well have given information that he shouldn’t have to the Chinese
and others.”

In fact, when Chairman Burton was asked on national television
whether you were a Chinese spy, he alleged, “that’s a possibility.”

Let me ask you about this well-publicized possibility. Are you
now or were you ever a Chinese spy?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. Have you at any time ever given any classified in-
formation, directly or indirectly to the Chinese Government?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. Did anyone ever ask or suggest that you pass clas-
sified information or any other information to which they were not
entitled, to the Chinese Government?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. Another accusation is that if you were not a Chi-
nese spy, you were in effect a spy for the Lippo Group.

Former Congressman Jerry Solomon, who was the chairman of
the House Rules Committee and a Member of the Republican lead-
ership, repeatedly made this allegation. For example, he alleged on
national television in June 1997, that you gave national secrets to
the Lippo Group. Specifically, he stated, “Mr. Huang was passing
on classified information both dealing with economic espionage and
breaches of national security to a foreign corporation with connec-
tions to the Chinese Government.”

These allegations made front-page news, and they were treated
very seriously. Are Mr. Solomon’s allegations true?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. Are any part of them true?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. When you were at the Department of Commerce,
were you an agent of the Lippo Group, as Mr. Solomon has alleged?

Mr. HUANG. Would you repeat the question again?

Mr. WAXMAN. When you were at the Department of Commerce,
were you an agent of the Lippo Group, as Mr. Solomon has alleged?

Mr. HUuANG. I missed the agent’s name. I was not, no. Definitely
not.

Mr. WAXMAN. Well, you have immunity. Did you do anything for
the Lippo Group while you were at the Department of Commerce?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir, no.

Mr. WAXMAN. Have you at any time ever given classified infor-
mation to the Lippo Group?

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. WAXMAN. Did anyone ever ask you to give classified informa-
tion to the Riadys or Lippo Group?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. Did you ever use your position at the Commerce
Department to help the Riadys or the Lippo Group?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. Another major allegation is that you were illegally
laundering campaign contributions while you were employed at the
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DNC. Here is what the chairman said about these activities in Sep-
tember 1997, to the Associated Press, “there is no question that
Mr. Huang did this. This is the first time we have found an active
person at the DNC who was involved in money laundering. Mr.
Huang, while he was an executive at the DNC in the finance area,
was laundering money, and we will be able to prove that.”

Was Mr. Burton right? Did you launder campaign contributions
while at the DNC?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, let me point out that you requested
the Justice Department to provide this committee with the notes
from a number of FBI interviews. Mr. Chairman, may I have your
attention? You asked for the Justice Department to give our com-
mittee a number of FBI interviews related to Mr. Huang and the
campaign finance investigation. And I understand the Justice De-
partment agreed to provide these notes, they are called 302s, to the
committee this afternoon. I think we have received some of them.

I would like to request at this time that you also ask the Justice
Department to provide the committee with the notes from the FBI
interview of former Representative Jerry Solomon. Chairman Solo-
mon told the media that he knew of evidence that John Huang
committed economic espionage and breached our national security
by passing classified information to his former employer, the Lippo
Group.

I believe the American people have the right to know what the
evidence was that Mr. Solomon had, if any such evidence actually
existed. And, Mr. Chairman, I would like to see if you will agree
to ask the Justice Department to provide Mr. Solomon’s 302 along
with all the other 302s to this committee this afternoon.

Mr. BURTON. I have no problem with that. We will request that
from the Justice Department.

Mr. WAxXMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Huang, you have said that you facilitated a number of con-
duit contributions between 1992 and June 1994. In some instances
you identified Lippo employees who could legally make contribu-
tions and solicited contributions from them with the understanding
they would be, “taken care of” by James Riady.

In other instances, you made the contributions yourself and ex-
pected to be reimbursed in your annual bonus. And you also pre-
pared memos to get reimbursements from overseas for corporate
contributions made by Lippo’s U.S. entities.

This sounds to me like a pretty elaborate plan. It was blatantly
illegal. Didn’t you know that this plan was illegal?

Mr. HUANG. I knew that it was not proper. I was sorry for that,
Mr. Waxman.

Mr. BURTON. Would the gentleman yield briefly?

Mr. WAXMAN. Yes.

Mr. BURTON. Senator Lieberman said in the hearings that were
held in the Senate, “Non-public evidence presented to the commit-
tee demonstrates a continuing business intelligence relationship be-
tsween the Riadys and the People’s Republic of China Intelligence

ervice.”

Now, that is classified information which we cannot bring out in
this committee. But I suggest that you and I and the committee
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probably ought to check with the intelligence agencies to take a
look at that because Mr. Lieberman probably had that information.
He is a Democrat Senator.

Mr. WAXMAN. Well, Mr. Chairman, I would be happy to join with
you in getting that information. But we have Mr. Huang here and
he is under oath and he is under immunity.

What do you say to the chairman’s quote from Senator
Lieberman?

hMr. HuanGg. Mr. Chairman, would you repeat? I'm sorry about
that.

Mr. BURTON. If the gentleman would yield.

Mr. WAXMAN. Sure.

Mr. BURTON. Senator Lieberman said, “Non-public evidence,” he
is talking about intelligence evidence from FBI or from CIA, “pre-
sented to the committee demonstrates a continuing business intel-
ligence relationship between the Riadys and the People’s Republic
of China Intelligence Service.”

Mr. WAXMAN. Do you know anything about that?

Mr. HuAaNG. I don’t know whether it is the intelligence service or
not, but the Riady group does have some business partnership with
some Chinese corporations in Hong Kong. I don’t know if that’s
what he related to or not. I don’t know that entity in Hong Kong
or entities in Hong Kong where is the arm of the Chinese, you
know, espionage units or not. At that time, I certainly did not
know. At this moment, I don’t even know.

Mr. WAXMAN. And this scheme that you did know about, because
you engineered it, did you at any time question whether it was
proper to make these conduit contributions?

Mr. HUANG. No, I did not.

Mr. WaxMaN. You felt that it might not be proper or legal. Why
did you decide to break the law?

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Waxman, in the human life, sometimes you
have to make decisions in a crossroad and sometimes, you know,
you have to make decision. By not making decision is also a deci-
sion. By that time I made a decision to continue that. And I cer-
tainly regret those things that happened at the time. Maybe it was
anticipation probably it would not be found out.

Mr. WAxMAN. That is usually what people think when they break
the law.

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct, sir. I definitely regret that.

Mr. WaxXMAN. But what you did was a serious violation of the
law, and I think you owe the American people an apology.

Mr. HUANG. Yeah, I do, Mr. Chairman—Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WAXMAN. In August of this year, you reached a plea bargain
with Justice; and I understand that you pleaded guilty to making
illegal conduit contributions. According to the Justice Department’s
announcement of your plea, you were “responsible for arranging
approximately $156,000 in illegal campaign contributions from
Lippo Group overseas to various Democratic and Republican politi-
cal committees “between 1992 and June 1994.”

So I want to ask you about these activities in some detail.

I understand that the individuals who were involved in these
conduit contributions were primarily James Riady and other Lippo
executives. Is that right?
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Mr. HUANG. That is correct, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. Was the DNC aware that these contributions were
illegal conduit contributions?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. WaxXxMAN. Was the President or Vice President aware that
these contributions were illegal conduit contributions?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. In your statement to the FBI, you indicated that
James Riady told you about a limousine ride he took with then-
Governor Clinton in August 1992 in which Mr. Riady told Mr. Clin-
ton that he would like to raise $1 million for his Presidential cam-
paign. Chairman Burton has said that this conversation proves
that the President was a knowing participant in the illegal conduit
contribution schemes.

Here is what the chairman said on national television on Novem-
ber 2nd of this year. “Huang said that James Riady told the Presi-
dent he would raise $1 million from foreign sources for his cam-
paign. The President knew that James Riady was doing it. He
knew that it was foreign money coming in from the Lippo Group
in Jakarta, Indonesia, and he didn’t decline it. He accepted it.”

Is the chairman correct? Did the President know that these con-
tributions were illegal?

Mr. HUANG. No, I have no knowledge that the President knows
about it. I don’t believe that the President knew about this.

Mr. WAXMAN. To the best of your knowledge, in their conversa-
tion did Mr. Riady in any way indicate to the President the source
of the money that he was going to raise?

Mr. HUANG. No, I have no indication that way.

Mr. WAXMAN. At the time Mr. Riady had the conversation with
the President, he was a legal permanent resident of the United
States. As such, he was legally entitled to make campaign contribu-
tions or to raise contributions from others; is that right?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. WAXMAN. Let me ask you the bottom-line question. Did you
ever at any point in time have any conversation with President
Clinton where you indicated to him that any foreign or illegal con-
tributions were being made, or did he ever indicate to you that he
had any knowledge of foreign contributions?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. WaXMAN. Mr. Huang, you’ve been accused of soliciting illegal
foreign contributions while working at the DNC in 1996. Let me
ask you a series of questions that cover the entire time period that
you worked at the DNC as a fundraiser. That was from December
1995, to October 1996.

While at the DNC, did you ever knowingly solicit or accept any
foreign political contributions?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. While at the DNC, did you ever knowingly assist
any foreign government or company to funnel money in any form
into the U.S. political system?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. Did anyone at the DNC or at the White House
ever ask you or suggest to you that you solicit illegal contributions
of any kind?
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Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. Did you ever talk to the President or Vice Presi-
dent about the source of any political contributions you solicited?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. Did anyone at the DNC know that foreign con-
tributions were being made?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Huang, you are here under oath. You are also
here with a vote for immunity so you cannot be held criminally lia-
ble for your conduct except if you lie to us. And if it turns out that
you did lie to this committee, while Mr. Burton and I don’t see eye
to eye on many things, he and I will be working together to ask
that there be a prosecution for perjury against you.

I've asked you a series of questions that go to the most serious
allegations that have been made against you for the last 3 years.
I want you to take a moment and reflect on your answers and tell
us if there is anything else you think we ought to know about relat-
ing to those questions that I asked you.

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Waxman, I'm sorry, I don’t have any reason to
have any knowledge that I answered your questions incorrectly at
this time, sir.

Mr. Waxman, also, I don’t know what the report is about. I did
not have any benefit

Mr. WAXMAN. You do not have any benefit of-

Mr. HuaNG. No. You have the benefit of reading whatever report
is being supplied by

Mr. WAXMAN. You know the truth of what you know.

Mr. HUANG. I answered the questions truthfully to all those in-
terrogations or investigations.

Mr. WAXMAN. And my questions to you today, you have answered
truthfully?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct, yes.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Huang, our committee has had its share of
blunders and mistakes. In fact, we have been called a parody of
reputable investigations and a case study on how not to do an in-
vestigation. And I want to ask you about one of our true lows.

In 1997, we had a hearing we held with a fellow named David
Wang. This hearing was held in October 1997. Prior to the hearing,
the chairman told the Associated Press that the hearing was going
to prove that John Huang laundered illegal campaign contributions
while at the DNC. He said this was, “the first time in my memory
we have seen evidence of such blatantly illegal activity by a senior
national party member.”

In the hearing, David Wang testified before this committee under
oath that you, Mr. Huang, came to his place of business in Los An-
geles in August 1996 and gave him cash in return for a campaign
contribution. I introduced evidence that showed that this could not
have happened. This evidence included hotel receipts and affidavits
to show that you were in New York, not Los Angeles, on the day
in question.

The Democratic members also suggested that perhaps this was
a case of mistaken identity. In fact, Representative Kanjorski said
that perhaps the person that Mr. Wang met was Charlie Trie, not
John Huang.
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Now, we had all the receipts showing you were in New York. We
had clear evidence that show that you were in New York on the
day that Mr. Wang said that you went to his place of business in
Los Angeles. And in light of that evidence, I asked the chairman
to retract his allegation. And to this day, however, the chairman
has refused to correct the record.

I'd like to now ask you about what really happened. Mr. Huang,
was David Wang telling the truth when he said that you met with
him in August 1996 while you were at the DNC and gave him cash
to make an illegal conduit contribution?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir, Mr. Wang was not telling the truth.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have additional proof that Mr.
Huang is telling the truth here today. The committee recently re-
ceived the FBI notes of the FBI interviews with Charlie Trie. In
these notes, Mr. Trie says that it was he, not Mr. Huang, who met
with David Wang. I ask unanimous consent to introduce these FBI
interview notes into the hearing record at this point.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection.

Just 1 second. Pardon me.

The FBI has asked us not to release those or put those in the
record yet because there is information they would still like to re-
dact, and I have told the FBI Director and the FBI that we would
honor that. So I don’t think we should put it in the record at this
time until they have made the redactions that they think are nec-
essary.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I think they should be in the
record. I think you are mistaken. But I will withdraw my request,
and we will talk further about it.

Mr. BURTON. Once the redactions are made, we will check with
the FBI. I have no objection once that happens.

Mr. WAXMAN. But I think once this information comes out, and
I know you share my view, the American people ought to have all
the truth, it will be clear that you were mistaken, we all make mis-
takes, and you were mistaken about Mr. Wang’s accusation that
Mr. Huang came to his place of business. And if that is true that
you were mistaken, I hope, Mr. Chairman, that you will admit that
there was a mistake and that was an allegation, the allegation you
made based on that, that was based on incorrect facts.
hMr. BURTON. If there is a mistake in the record, we will correct
that.

Mr. Shays.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, before I start my 5 minutes, I would
just like to ask a question. We have had 30 minutes from the chair-
man and the ranking member, and then from this point on we're
going to be going in 5-minute segments and then continuing to
come back. So we'll do 5 minutes, the next person, and just keep
going down and doing that; is that correct?

Mr. BURTON. That’s correct, until we are ready to finalize; and
then we will have 30 minutes for staff.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you.

Mr. BURTON. Would you like a break, Mr. Huang?

Mr. HUANG. Please, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

Mr. BUrRTON. We'll take about a 10-minute break. We stand in
recess until the call of the gavel.
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[Recess.]

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Huang, what we were discussing was nothing
of major significance. Since you and your legal counsel flew on the
red eye, we assume that you are kind of tired. So what we are
going to do is go until 6 o’clock today and then we will recess until
tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock rather than go to later in the
evening.

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Chairman, I am supposed to tell the truth. I did
not fly red eye. I did arrive at 1 o’clock. So it is not considered red
eye fully on that basis. But my eyes are red.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Huang, it is good to have you here.

Mr. HUANG. Thank you, Mr. Shays.

Mr. SHAYS. And I am going to take your statement as I think you
mean it. It seems somewhat conciliatory. It seems somewhat re-
gretful. But I also want to take what you say to coincide with your
statement. I need to first ask you what you mean by saying, “I've
made some mistakes.” What are the mistakes you've made?

Mr. HuaNG. As far as the illegality, you know, funneling the
funds, campaign contributions.

Mr. SHAYS. So what are the mistakes?

Mr. HUANG. The campaign contributions. Talking about during
1992 through 1994, that period of time when I was with Lippo,
there was a lot of money being handled through me and funneled
through me. Essentially, I meant that, sir.

Mr. SHAYS. You are 1 of 79 people who have exercised their right
to use their fifth amendment privileges for self-incrimination, and
it is a right that is available to all Americans and you had that
right and you exercised it. But you were one of so many. And being
the non-lawyer that I am, you begin to get a feeling when there are
so many that there is something here that people do not want us
to know.

I am going to focus in eventually on security issues because that
is an area that my subcommittee is responsible for. But my under-
standing is, since 1985 through July 1994, you worked for the
Riadys in various capacities. You worked for them, the Lippo
Group, and so on. You worked for the Riadys. Is that correct?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct, Mr. Shays.

Mr. SHAYS. And then my understanding is that from July 1994
to December 1995 you worked for the Commerce Department.

Mr. HUANG. Yes, sir.

Mr. SHAYS. And then since then, excuse me, from December 1995
to October-November 1996, you worked for the Democrat National
Committee.

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct, sir.

Mr. SHAYS. And you raised money from the Riadys when you
worked for the DNC.

Mr. HUANG. I did not raise from the Riadys, though.

Mr. SHAYS. From someone who gave to the Riadys? I mean, were
the Riadys not involved in any of your campaign fundraising ef-
forts?

Mr. HUANG. Somebody——

Mr. SHAYS. I don’t want to split hairs here. I want you to be ac-
curate.
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Mr. HUANG. Yes, somebody’s family had partnership with Riady’s
family business.

Mr. SHAYS. So you raised money from the businesses of the
Riadys?

Mr. HUANG. No. No. No. Individuals.

Mr. SHAYS. Individuals who worked for the businesses.

Mr. HUANG. Whose family had partnership with Riady’s family
business.

Mr. SHAYS. Fair enough.

Mr. HUANG. But to my knowledge they are green card holders.

Mr. SHAYS. Would it have been illegal for you to raise money
from the Riadys when you worked for the DNC?

Mr. HUANG. I'm sorry, sir?

Mr. SHAYS. Would it have been illegal for you to have raised
money from the Riadys? You seem to want to make clear to me
that somehow during that time while you worked at the DNC you
did not raise money from the Riadys but you raised money from
peogle who had business acquaintances and agreements with the
Riadys.

Mr. HUANG. Because I had the knowledge at that time Mr. Riady
has relinquished his green card status back to the United States
and he was no longer holding the PR, so-called permanent resident
status in the United States, he was not eligible to take care of any
further.

Mr. SHAYS. Well, you could have raised soft money from them.
That is not a campaign contribution.

Mr. HUANG. But he did not have the status, though.

Mr. SHAYS. The bottom line is you chose not to raise money from
the Riadys but from people who worked for the Riadys in that busi-
ness relationship.

In 1997 you had a gift of $18,000 from the Riady family; and in
1998, $20,000 from the Riady family; and in 1999 they paid your
travel expenses to go to Jakarta, correct?

Mr. HUANG. I paid before. They gave me back the money, yes.

Mr. SHAYS. Now, so the picture I see is a relationship from 1985
to really now, a relationship with the Riady family.

Mr. HUANG. Yes. Yes.

Mr. SHAYS. And the one distinction you want me to be clear on
is that when you worked at the DNC you chose not to raise any
money from the Riadys?

Mr. HUANG. They could not give either in my mind, yes.

Mr. SHAYS. And when you say, “mistakes,” would you define any
of those mistakes as illegal?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, it is.

Mr. SHAYS. Now, tell me the illegal things you did.

Mr. HUANG. The reimbursement part. In other words, although
I was legally able to give money, but I was reimbursed later on by
the Riadys.

Mr. SHAYS. And is that the extent of your testimony before this
committee? That is the extent of your illegal activities?

Mr. HUANG. That’s one part.

Mr. SHAYS. OK. Give me the other parts.

Mr. HUANG. Because I have knowledge about at least some of
the——



93

Mr. SHAYS. Let me just say something to you. I'm not going to
be satisfied if you tell me that you didn’t have knowledge at the
time that this was illegal. Let’s just agree that if it was illegal,
whether or not you knew it, it is illegal.

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Shays, please clarify the times you you’re talk-
ing about.

Mr. SHAYS. I do not want to clarify times. I want to know what
illegal acts you have done. And you regret all of them and you have
immunity for all these illegal acts. I do not want to know the ones
I know. I want to know the ones you know, too.

Mr. HuanG. OK. I was not supposed to be reimbursed for all the
campaign contributions that I made, but somehow I did, or reim-
bursed through those money.

Mr. SHAYS. And that is your testimony before us? That that is
the extent of any of the illegal acts that you have done?

My time is up. I will come back. Is the answer to the question
yes? Is that the extent of all your illegal acts?

Mr. HUANG. I also knew the other people being reimbursed as
well, that was not proper—that was not illegal—that was illegal,
I'm sorry.

1 Mr?. SHAYS. And that’s the extent of all the illegal acts you have
one’

Mr. HUANG. To the best I can comprehend, yes.

Mr. SHAYS. We will talk some more. Thank you.

Mr. HUANG. Yes, please. Thank you.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Mica.

Mr. MicA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Huang, I wanted to discuss with you some of your participa-
tion and some of the events surrounding the Presidential debate
which took place in East Lansing, MI, October 19, 1992. I am going
to be referring first to exhibit 31. And if you have that there, if you
might pull that up and we can put that on the screen.

On a document for the Presidential debate in East Lansing, MI,
on that date, October 19, 1992, James and Aileen Riady are listed
as guests along with Melinda Yee’s name. Again, their names are
listed as guests along with Melinda Yee’s name next to theirs.

By the time of the debate on October 1, 1992, Lippo related con-
tributions topped some $570,000. Is that figure approximately cor-
rect to your knowledge?

[Exhibit 31 follows:]
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Mr. HUANG. I don’t know for sure, but it’s definitely over a few
hundred thousand dollars, yes.

Mr. MicA. And the Riadys personally contributed—we have
$410,000 of that total. They also contributed hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars at that point?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t know exactly the date, but they did make
quite a few hundred thousand dollar contributions approximately
that time, yes.

Mr. MicA. The document listing the guests for the East Lansing
debate lists a James and Aileen Riady. Next to their names is the
name of Melinda Yee, apparently signifying that Yee, a DNC em-
ployee detailed to the Clinton-Gore campaign, was the person who
arranged for their invitation. Melinda Yee was also the individual
who informed Governor Clinton about the limousine ride and
James Riady’s $100,000 contribution to the August 14, 1992, fund-
raiser.

The questions that I have are as follows: The list that is on ex-
hibit 31 is a guest list to the October 19, 1992, Presidential debates
in East Lansing, MI. On the second page it lists James and Aileen
Riady. Did Mr. and Mrs. Riady attend the Presidential debate in
East Lansing to your knowledge?

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Mica, they did not attend, to the best of my
knowledge.

Mr. MicA. They did not. Did the Riadys fly in from Indonesia
with the intent of intending to attend the debate?

Mr. HuANG. I don’t know if they were in Indonesia or not. But
I do know they did not attend, because I attended it.

Mr. MicA. Did Melinda Yee arrange—was she making arrange-
ments for the Riadys to attend, and then were you substituted in
their place?

Mr. HUANG. I couldn’t quite recall right now for sure, but I did
not know exactly. But I do know that I did attend and my wife did
attend.

Mr. MicaA. Well, did you work with Mr. Riady to arrange the con-
tributions so that someone could attend the event? And I guess
originally it had been Mr. Riady who was going to attend.

Mr. HUANG. I was not sure whether it was related to the con-
tribution or not. Apparently, during that period of time, there were
guezts on the list by DNC, you know, being recommended to be in-
vited.

Mr. MicA. But did you get there through Mr. Riady’s contribution
or through contributions that you personally had made?

Mr. HUANG. Well, I was actually raising the money at that time
from various people in the group, Lippo Group, so I don’t know the
determination on the invitation list was because the money being
raised was a key factor or not.

Mr. MiIcA. But, again, I am trying to find out at this juncture in
October, were you the recipient of money that was given for you
to participate in the event or was the money given from the Riadys
for the Riadys to participate in the event?

Mr. HUANG. You know, at that period of time, to my best recol-
lection, I was giving the money, my wife was giving the money, and
certainly at that time part of the money was given by the Riady
family, as well.
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Mr. MicA. What were you doing at that time?

Mr. HUANG. In 1992, I was still working for Lippo Group in Cali-
fornia.

Mr. MicA. And what was your approximate income at that time?

Mr. HUANG. At that time——

Mr. MicA. 1992.

Mr. HUANG. Probably $150,000 in that range.

Mr. MicAa. And how much did you give in 1992 to the either the
campaign or the inaugural committee?

Mr. HUANG. Solid campaign, I could not really recall exactly.
Probably over $30,000 or $40,000 at least.

Mr. MicA. Were you reimbursed by Mr. Riady or the Lippo
Group for those funds?

Mr. HUANG. Later on, yes.

Mr. MicA. What about the funds that were—mnow, I see some
funds in your name and is it Jane? Is that your wife?

Mr. HUANG. That’s my wife, yes.

Mr. Mica. And she was also contributing funds I guess in her
name also?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, when I talk about the total amount, it was in-
cluding my wife’s contribution also.

Mr. MicA. And was she also reimbursed for those contributions?

Mr. HUANG. I was handling, Mr. Mica.

Mr. MicA. The money came to you and the checks were written.

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. MicA. Mr. Chairman, are we doing double

Mr. BURTON. We are doing 5-minute rounds right now. So if you
like, we will be back to you.

Mr. MicA. Thank you.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Souder.

Mr. SOUDER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to apologize, Mr. Huang, for the fact that each of us are
taking kind of different lines of questioning and because we could
not get in the rules 10 minutes where you can kind of get an order
to it. You will see I am going to be asking a series of questions re-
garding Mr. Hubbell, and I'll come back to that every so often. So
you will kind of see a pattern here, but your mind is going to be
pretty tired because you are going to be moving between different
scenarios because we could not get a longer questioning period.

The first question I would like to ask is, when did you first learn
that Webb Hubbell needed financial help?

Mr. HUANG. Probably in spring of 1994.

Mr. SOUDER. Was this at a reception? I believe your FBI deposi-
tion said it was at a reception in the spring.

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Souder, can you hold on just a second?

Essentially, the news I've learned I believe from Mr. Doug
Buford of the law firm from Little Rock, AR; and, basically, I be-
lieve he mentioned to me I was told he was indicating Mr. Hubbell
needs some help, financial help.

Mr. SOUDER. Was that at the reception where you first heard it?

Mr. HUANG. No. That was a phone call separate.

Mr. SOUDER. So you first heard it at a reception. And then Mr.
Buford, was he talking about Mr. Hubbell’s children?
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Mr. HUANG. No. I believe I heard that through phone call ahead
of time from Mr. Buford. The reception was in Washington, DC,
and I was given a business card later on from Mr. Hubbell.

Mr. SOUDER. I want to go back to the reception where it first
started. Was it at the White House, at the DNC? What kind of re-
ception was it?

Mr. HUANG. I cannot remember the location of the reception. I
do not believe it was in the White House, though.

Mr. SOUDER. Do you believe it was a political reception, or you
don’t remember?

Mr. HUANG. I do not remember.

Mr. SOUDER. You have said before and here on the record that
it was in the spring. Mr. Hubbell called Lippo Bank twice on May
19, 1994. Do you think that was approximately the time that the
reception?

Mr. HUANG. I would believe, if your records indicating the phone
call is made in May, probably that reception was happening before
that already.

Mr. SOUDER. Because it also shows up a little bit later in June
that you have said that Mr. Riady asked you to set up a meeting.
So probably the order here was that you heard at a reception that
he needed help, and clearly he made some calls on May 19 to the
Lippo Bank. And then do you know approximately the date when
Doug Buford would have called you?

Mr. HUANG. I cannot really speculate. I do know for sure it is
prior to that.

Mr. Souder, in terms of the sequencing on that, the best I can
recollect is I learned this information from Mr. Buford through
phone call indicating he was needing the help and also learned
somebody was trying to set up a trust fund for the children. And
then, over time, I had a conversation with Mr. Riady about the fact
and that Mr. Hubbell needed help. And then the reception, prob-
ably there was a chance I met with Mr. Hubbell and there was an
indication to Mr. Hubbell saying Mr. Riady might be coming back
to the United States in June sometime.

So I'm pretty sure the main call was pursuing for when might
be the appointment for exactly the time they might be able to meet.
I was trying to arrange the meeting at that time.

?Mr. SOUDER. Could you explain for the record who Doug Buford
is?

Mr. HuaNG. Mr. Buford is an attorney with Wright, Lindsey and
Jennings. It is a law firm in Little Rock, AR. He’s also a friend of
mine and also to the Riady family.

Mr. SOUDER. So it is Bruce Lindsey’s law firm?

Mr. HUANG. Former law firm yes, sir.

Mr. SOUDER. And he was a friend of yours when you were pre-
viously with the Bank of Arkansas and others?

Mr. HUANG. I know him not that early.

Mr. SOUDER. Did you know him in Arkansas, or did you know
him only once you came to Washington?

Mr. HUANG. I knew him when I was still with the Lippo Group
in California then.

Mr. SOUDER. When there was any of these contacts to you, when
you first heard he was needing help in or the trust and/or the trust
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fund regarding the children, was there any mention in the same
discussions about the independent counsel investigation or his co-
operation?

Mr. HUANG. No, I did not know that.

Mr. SOUDER. In other words, it was not even discussed not nec-
essarily in toto?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. SOUDER. I mean, it seems just to a casual observer that
there have been a lot of concern and a lot of discussion anytime
Webb Hubbell would have been around about what is happening in
the counsel’s office. So you did not hear any kind of concern about
Mr. Hubbell and him feeling persecuted or what these crazy Re-
publicans in the House are going to do next?

Mr. HUANG. To the best of my knowledge, I did not. It did not
register in my mind at that time.

Mr. SOUDER. After you heard that Mr. Hubbell needed help, did
you discuss it with Mr. Riady?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, I did.

Mr. SOUDER. And when approximately would that have been?

Mr. HUANG. Again during that springtime. Probably April, May,
around that time.

Mr. SOUDER. But before the visit in June?

Mr. HUANG. Definitely, yes, sir.

Mr. SOUDER. Multiple times?

Mr. HUANG. Occasionally Mr. Riady will call and continue on av-
erage, like once a week, or checking in what’s going on in our oper-
ation in the United States. So we talked about various things.

Mr. SOUDER. Did you ever discuss with Mr. Riady about Mr.
Hubbell’s problems and why he was having problems, that he was
being investigated and because of that reason he would need
money?

Mr. HUANG. Not in detail.

Mr. SOUDER. What does “not in detail” mean?

Mr. HUANG. My hunch is Mr. Riady probably has the CNN and
overseas he would know about that. I just mention to him he’s real-
ly in trouble and he needs help, information to him about somebody
trying to set up a trust fund on that basis. The trust fund’s only
limit—I believe a person can only give up to $15,000 maximum. I
passed those information to Mr. Riady.

Mr. SOUDER. Thank you. I will return later.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. LaTourette.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Huang, I want to go back to your opening statement for just
a second; and then I want to talk to you about some Presidential
fundraising events that happened back in 1996.

One of the things that struck me in the first paragraph of your
opening is you said, “in addition, while things might have gone
easier for me and were I able to implicate the President and the
Vice President in wrongdoing, I never had any basis to do so.” And
that is what you answered in a question from Mr. Waxman. But
I think that you stand convicted, do you not, of conspiracy to de-
fraud the United States of America that stems from the illegal po-
litical contributions that you made and Lippo Group entities made
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between 1992 and 1994? That’s the crime, basically, that you stand
convicted of, is it not?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And the sentence that you received was 1 year
of probation and a $10,000 fine; is that right, too?

Mr. HUANG. And also 500 hours community service.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I was just struck when you said that things
might have gone easier for you. I think, I was a prosecutor for 6
years, and the only thing that could have gone easier is if they had
given you nothing. That is a pretty good sentence. I do not know
if Mr. Cobb and Mr. Keeney were your lawyers, but if they were,
they are excellent lawyers and they are to be commended for nego-
tiating that agreement.

But then when you were talking to Mr. Waxman, and I want to
be real clear about this, that crime to which you stand convicted
today was for activities that occurred between 1992 and 1994; is
that right?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Specifically in response to Mr. Waxman’s se-
ries of questions, you indicated that while at the DNC, the Demo-
cratic National Committee, that you engaged in no illegal activities
and, likewise, that you are not aware and that you did not partici-
pate in the making of any illegal contribution either to the Demo-
cratic National Committee or President Clinton’s re-election cam-
paign in 1996. Is that right?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. LATOURETTE. There was just a television program on re-
cently where they would ask a series of questions and they had
lifelines where you could phone a friend or 50/50. And I would ask
you, is that your final answer, that you did not commit the same
type of conduit scheme to defraud the United States of America in
1996 that you engaged in between 1992 and 1994?

Mr. HUANG. To the best of my knowledge, yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. Let’s talk, then, about some fundraising
events that took place in 1996. And I want to turn your attention
first to one that occurred on February 19, 1996. You are familiar
with that fundraising event?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, Congressman.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And it is my understanding that that was the
first major fundraising event that you might have been involved in
after you went to the DNC; is that correct, also?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. Do you remember what the goal of that
fundraiser was?

Mr. HUANG. Actually, I tried to set $1 million, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And is that a figure you established for the
fundraising event? Was that a figure given to you by the DNC, the
Presidential campaign? How did you come at $1 million?

Mr. HUANG. I set the goal for $1 million, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And do you recall—if this was on February
19th, do you recall when you would have started beginning the
planning for that event?

Mr. HuaNG. Yes, ever since I joined in the DNC, starting from
December 1995.
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Mr. LATOURETTE. Do you recall communicating to anyone else
that you needed to raise $1 million at that February 19th event in
order to get the President’s attendance at that fundraiser?

Mr. HUANG. Maybe, yeah.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And, in fact, do you recall such a conversation
with Charlie Trie—

Mr. HUANG. Yes, I do.

Mr. LATOURETTE [continuing]. That the $1 million would be re-
quired to secure the President of the United States’s attendance at
this fundraising event?

Mr. HUANG. I really cannot, Congressman, equate million dollars
to get the President coming here. Probably lesser amount you can
get the President coming here. So I set my goal, hopefully I can
raise $1 million. That would be the first time the Asian American
community raise that kind of money on record.

Mr. LATOURETTE. You just mentioned “Asian American commu-
nity.” Was there a target audience or group that you hoped to so-
licit to attend this event on February 19th, or was it anybody that
was inclined to give President Clinton money to run for re-election?

Mr. HUANG. Primarily the Asian American community, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And the price for this event, my understand-
ing, was $12,500 was the cost of a ticket to attend this event; is
that right?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And that included not only the dinner on the
19th but also a breakfast the next morning with the Vice President
of the United States, Mr. Gore?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Was there another requirement as to a dif-
ferent contribution level to be entitled to sit at the head table at
that event?

Mr. HUANG. I did not set that level, but people—some of the peo-
ple might have given more money. Some of the people might have
historically made supporting Democratic party, which is known to
everybody, and also because of diversity, for the diversity basis, I
try to have a different Asian American community to be rep-
resented on the head table as well, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Did you select the composition of the head
table at that event?

Mr. HUANG. Primarily yes, yes, myself, yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Did you, as you sit here today, and maybe we
can go in the next 5 minutes if you don’t remember, do you remem-
ber what the head table was comprised of at the February 19th
fundraiser?

Mr. HUANG. I can remember some of them.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Can you just name them for us?

Mr. HUANG. Pauline Kanchanalak.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Pauline Kanchanalak?

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

I think either Mr. Ted Sioeng or Mr. Ted Sioeng’s guests. I just
need to go back to the list to know.

Mr. LATOURETTE. That is fine. We can talk about that in a little
bit. I am not trying to stump you, but we will go over some names
maybe in my next 5 minutes.
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But specifically, Charlie Trie, and maybe the chairman asked
you, when did you meet Charlie Trie?

Mr. HUANG. The first time probably in the summer of 1994. 1
heard of him much earlier, but the first time I met with him was
in summer of 1994.

Mr. LATOURETTE. According to the information that I've re-
viewed, Charlie Trie was a very active donor to the Democratic Na-
tional Committee, but he was not an active fundraiser, if you un-
derstand the distinction, in that he would contribute money on his
own, but until you got to the DNC, based upon what I've reviewed,
is the first time he became a solicitor of others. Would you agree
with that observation?

Mr. HUANG. That I would not know, but he was—he was a donor
at that time, already established record in front of DNC before I
arrived at the DNC.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Did you have conversations with him to en-
courage him to become not only—continue as a donor, but also be
a solicitor of others?

Mr. HUANG. I did. I did encourage him to do that.

Mr. LATOURETTE. After he got to the DNC?

Mr. HuANG. That is right, because I was trying to set a goal for
$1 million. I need everybody’s help. That’s why I asked him.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you, Mr. Huang.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WaxMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I have got 5 minutes now. I basically covered, I think, the essen-
tial important questions in this whole investigation, and I appre-
ciate your answers to them, but I'd like to ask some clean-up ques-
tions if I might.

Mr. Huang, there have been a lot of allegations about the rela-
tionship between the Lippo Group and Webster Hubbell. William
Safire, for example, wrote in July of this year, “we will never know
if the $100,000 that the Riady family paid Hubbell was, in Thomas
Jefferson’s phrase, ‘hush money’ to keep him from telling prosecu-
tors about the part played by his Rose Law Firm ‘billing partner’
Hillary Clinton in his sham deal.” Mr. Huang, that is what Mr.
Safire had to say. You had a role in the payment to Mr. Hubbell.
Was the money paid by the Lippo Group to Mr. Hubbell hush
money?

Mr. HUANG. To the best of my knowledge, it was not.

Mr. WAXMAN. What do you know about the money Mr. Hubbell
received from the Lippo Group?

Mr. HuaNG. Basically was a help from a friend, a friend that’s
in trouble.

Mr. WAXMAN. Why do you think Mr. Hubbell was paid this
money?

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Riady was just trying to—based on the friend-
ship, would just like to help him.

Mr. WaxXMAN. To your knowledge, was the President involved in
any way in the decision of the Riadys to hire Mr. Hubbell?

Mr. HUANG. No, I don’t know about that.

Mr. WaxMaN. Mr. Huang, while working for the DNC, you
played a role in organizing an event at the Hsi Lai Temple in Cali-
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fornia in April 1996. The event was attended by members of the
local Asian American community, along with Vice President Gore.
Since then there have been allegations that members of the temple
made illegal contributions to the DNC. In fact, one woman, Maria
Hsia, faces trial next year for conspiring with temple leaders to
make conduit contributions.

Now, let me ask you, Mr. Huang, did you know anything about
these alleged conduit contributions?

Mr. HUANG. I did not know.

Mr. SOUDER. Parliamentary inquiry. May I make a parliamen-
tary—at that time, did Mr. Waxman——

Mr. BURTON. Gentleman may state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. SOUDER. We have a lot of redacted material related to that
particular fundraiser. Are we going to be allowed to ask questions
about that? What is the standard going to be in these hearings?

Mr. BURTON. We can ask questions as far as the redacted mate-
rial is concerned. That has been redacted by the Justice Depart-
ment and the FBI. But questions can be asked of Mr. Huang.

Mr. SOUDER. Continuing my parliamentary inquiry, then people
should realize that when we get answers, that he may not be able
to say certain things, and we may not be able to put certain things
in the record that would clarify those questions because we are re-
stricted as to what we can talk about.

Mr. BURTON. Yes, I think that’s correct. I think you can stipulate
that in your questions.

Mr. SOUDER. I thank the chairman and the gentleman for yield-
ing, and he should get the time. I apologize.

Mr. CoBB. May I ask a question in response to Congressman
Souder’s question?

Mr. BURTON. Well, we normally don’t allow counsel to ask ques-
tions.

Mr. CoBB. I just want to make sure that my client understands
the ground rules because he indicated that Mr. Huang may be
under some restriction as to what he can answer, and I don’t—
that’s not my understanding.

Mr. BURTON. There is no restriction whatsoever on questions
that he may want to answer, and I apologize, but the counsels are
not allowed to answer questions. That’s a very strict rule.

Mr. Waxman, we are going to give you additional time.

Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I appreciate Mr. Souder’s point because I think the essential
thing with redacted information is that if we had that information,
we are not permitted to make it public, but we are certainly per-
mitted to ask you questions about what you know about matters
that we may have had some information about, and I asked you
whether you knew anything about these alleged conduit informa-
tions at the Hsi Lai Temple.

Mr. HUANG. I do not, I do not know.

Mr. WAXMAN. And did the Vice President know anything about
these alleged conduit contributions, to your knowledge?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t think so. I don’t believe he did.

Mr. WaxMAN. Were you at that event?

Mr. HUANG. I was at that event.
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Mr. WAXMAN. Was it a Democratic party event, or was it a com-
munity event?

Mr. HUANG. I have a misgiving in explaining those things. I don’t
know I should at this particular time or not. Originally, there was
a fundraising event supposed to be in a different location, and
there was supposed to be a community event in the Hsi Lai Tem-
ple, but later on the scheduling problems and everything was
planned, so we had to combine everything together. So, so I don’t
know how to answer that. Basically it’s a lot of community people
coming in.

Mr. WAXMAN. A lot of community people from the Asian Amer-
ican community were at this event?

Mr. HUANG. A lot of community people came into the event, yes.

Mr. WAXMAN. And the Vice President was there, but were there
other officerholders there?

Mr. HUANG. Some. I think one of the supervisors in L.A. County,
Don Knabe, he was invited as a guest.

Mr. WAXMAN. I think he’s a Republican, the last time I checked.

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. WAXMAN. You have admitted soliciting contributions for Bill
Clinton and the DNC in 1992 and 1993, but you also solicited and
contributed money for a variety of national and local candidates,
including Republican Senators such as Al D’Amato, Mitch McCon-
nell and Larry Pressler. I'd like to ask you about those contribu-
tions. Did you contribute money to Mitch McConnell, the Repub-
lican Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, I did.

Mr. WAXMAN. How much money did you contribute?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t know if it was $1,000 for myself and another
thousand for my wife or not. It could be only $1,000 at this time.

Mr. WAXMAN. Why did you make this contribution?

Mr. HUANG. The reasoning is at that particular moment we were
trying to push the immigration bill. So we can, we can do—get help
from the Democratic side, so we thought we need to get the help
from the Republican side as well. —so I think that was conscious
decision from then in the PLC, Pacific Leadership Council’s mem-
ber, we need to do something for the Republican Senators as well.

Mr. WAXMAN. And was that your reasoning in giving to Senator
Pressler and Senator d’Amato as well?

Mr. HUANG. The other minor reason was Elaine Chou Lin was
also introducing Senator—not Senator d’Amato—I am talking
about Mitch McConnell again. She was also there.

Mr. WAXMAN. She was. Was that his wife at the time?

Mr. HUANG. Not then. She was a very distinguished, you know,
Chinese American community leader then. Now, she’s his wife. For
Mr. D’Amato was a—was a different reason. There were more rea-
sons, because I receive a call from Mrs. Elaine Chou because I was
a banker then, was in the banking business, and she was asking
would I support Mr. D’Amato because Mr. D’Amato was coming in
town, indicating Mr. D’Amato was in the Banking Committee. So
with his recommendation I did support Mr. D’Amato.

Mr. WAXMAN. I'm out of time, but these don’t seem like they're
significant to me. Do they have any significance to you and to the
reason we are holding this hearing? Do you have anything to tell
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us about it that might show some significance in regard to these
contributions?

Mr. HUANG. The only thing is that these funds were reimbursed
later on.

Mr. WAXMAN. They were reimbursed?

Mr. HUANG. They were reimbursed later on, into one lump sum
group basically, whatever the contribution I made, and I totaled it
up, and in a future date I got reimbursed. So this is a part of that.

Mr. WAXMAN. So these are part of the conduit contributions?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct, sir.

Mr. WaAxMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. Were the individuals like Senator McConnell ever
made aware of that money being conduit contributions?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Well, we probably ought to tell them about it. They
may want to send some of that back.

Let me ask you about the temple. You had 11 nuns who have
taken a vow of poverty that each gave $5,000. To whom did they
give that money?

Mr. HUANG. I believe the check was made out to DNC, if I'm not
mistaken.

Mr. BURTON. Who took the money? Did you take it?

Mr. HUANG. I did not.

Mr. BurTON. Who did?

Mr. HUANG. A stack of checks was handed to me on my way from
Los Angeles to——

Mr. BURTON. So you had the stack of checks in your possession?

Mr. HuaNG. No. Through—in an envelope through Maria Hsia.

Mr. BURTON. But you saw the checks?

Mr. HUANG. I did not really examine the checks.

Mr. BURTON. You didn’t look at the checks?

Mr. HUANG. Until I get back to

Mr. BURTON. When you came back to Washington, did you look
at the checks?

Mr. HuANG. I did.

Mr. BURTON. Did you see that they came from the nuns?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, I knew they came from nuns, yes.

Mr. BURTON. Where did you think the nuns got that money?

Mr. HUANG. All right. Here’s the understanding, Mr. Chairman.
In our culture, in our society, some nuns or even individual, they
made a lot of money. They may decide—feel their life is still empty,
they gave the money.

Mr. BURTON. You thought the nuns actually gave the money
themselves?

Mr. HUANG. No. They gave the money to the temple, for instance.
They gave every property to the temple. Basically theyre very
wealthy themselves. There are quite a lot of people like that.

Mr. BURTON. I know, but where do you think the nuns got the
$5,000 that they gave to the DNC?

Mr. HuANG. I was told some of these nuns were very wealthy,
it was their money.

Mr. BURTON. So you believed that the 11 nuns gave the $5,000
themselves?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, I did.
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Mr. BURTON. You had no doubt about that?

Mr. HUANG. I did not at the time.

Mr. BURTON. Let me go back to my original line of questioning.
Why did Mr. Riady need to tell President Clinton in the back of
the limousine that he was going to give him $1 million for his cam-
paign?

Mr. HUANG. I do not know.

Mr. BURTON. Who proposed that he ride in that limousine with
President Clinton? Did you have anything to do with that?

Mr. HUANG. I had something to do with that.

Mr. BURTON. Why did you arrange for Mr. Riady to ride in the
back of the limousine?

Mr. HuaNG. Mr. Riady would like to have chance to have a little
moment with Mr. Clinton.

Mr. BURTON. But you didn’t know anything about the million dol-
lars he was going to talk about?

Mr. HUANG. At that moment, no, in terms of how much amount
he was trying to do.

Mr. BURTON. Were there other people that were involved in ask-
ing that Mr. Clinton ride in the limousine, like Melinda Yee or
Bruce Lindsey or Governor Clinton or Rahm Emanuel or Melissa
Moss?

Mr. HUANG. I would not know about that.

Mr. BURTON. But you arranged for him to ride in the back?

Mr. HUANG. The primary persons that I was contacting was
Melinda Yee, because Melinda Yee at that time was working with
the DNC.

Mr. BURTON. But she didn’t say anything about anybody else
asking her about meeting with Mr. Riady in the limousine?

Mr. HUANG. I did not recall there was any other persons were
involved.

Mr. BURTON. When were you told that he was going to be taking
that ride, was it just before, or was it some time before?

Mr. HUANG. It was before.

Mr. BURTON. Just recently or some time before? Was it a day be-
fore, a week before?

Mr. HUANG. Very close to the event, because they could not real-
ly find out what would be the format for them to meet.

Mr. BURTON. Who told you that?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t know if that was Melinda Yee or not. I tend
to think it was Melinda Yee.

Mr. BURTON. It wasn’t Bruce Lindsey or Rahm Emanuel or Me-
lissa Moss?

Mr. HUANG. No, I did not know Bruce Lindsey then.

Mr. BUrRTON. OK. When did James Riady conceive the plan, or
do you know when he conceived the plan to give $1 million to the
President’s campaign?

Mr. HUANG. Probably a few weeks before that.

Mr. BURTON. But you didn’t know about it until the limousine
ride?

Mr. HUANG. No, I did not know about the limousine ride.

Mr. BURTON. Did you know about the million dollars that was
going to be offered to him before the ride?
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Mr. HuaNG. I was trying to explain to him, Mr. Chairman, re-
member when I testified to you, originally tried to mention he was
friends, we need to support him, and I was suggesting something
like that much less amount, if we need to support, maybe we
should support like $100,000. He was thinking about the concept
if he really want to support, why not support a much larger
amount.

Mr. BURTON. So you suggested to Mr. Riady a $100,000 contribu-
tion before the limousine ride?

Mr. HUANG. That was way back, a few weeks back already.

Mr. BURTON. But it was well before then?

Mr. HUANG. Right.

Mr. BURTON. Who else besides Mr. Riady knew about this plan
of giving a large amount of money to the President before the lim-
ousine ride? Did you convey that to anybody else besides Mr.
Riady?

Mr. HUANG. Oh, no, no.

Mr. BURTON. You didn’t tell anybody else that?

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. BURTON. How long did that limousine ride last?

Mr. HUANG. Probably about 5, no more than 10 minutes, if it’s—
the driver drive slowly. As I testified to you earlier, Mr. Chairman,
the two locations was already in the same city, in San Gabriel.

Mr. BURTON. Who was in the car besides the President and Mr.
Riady?

Mr. HuaNG. I don’t know because everything is under security.
So they all went into the elevator, go all the way downstairs to the
parking lot.

Mr. BURTON. So you don’t know if Bruce Lindsey was in the car
with him?

Mr. HUANG. I would not know, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Were any notes taken of the conversation that you
know of between the President and Mr. Riady?

Mr. HUANG. I would not know, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Following the limousine ride, did you and Mr.
Riady discuss what happened?

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. BURTON. And can you tell me what he told you?

Mr. HUANG. He said he mentioned to—I could not say the exactly
words, but I can paraphrase as close as possible, sir. He said he
would like to help Mr. Clinton for his campaign or fundraising,
whatever, raise $1 million and Mr. Clinton’s—Mr. Riady showed
me the response of Mr. Clinton was very surprised suggestion.

Mr. BUurTON. Did Mr. Riady indicate that he wanted anything in
return for the million dollars?

Mr. HUANG. Oh, no, no, sir.

Mr. BURTON. He just wanted to give it out of the goodness of his
heart?

Mr. HUANG. Right. Mr. Chairman, he likes to help friends. They
knew each other.

Mr. BURTON. Well

Mr. HUANG. And also
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Mr. BURTON [continuing]. I wish I knew some friends like that.
Just give him $1 million for his campaign out of the goodness of
his heart.

Mr. HUANG. To give a political contribution, certainly you will get
some recognition on political fronts. Mr. Riady probably has mul-
tiple purposes in doing so, you know, for his business and also

Mr. BURTON. So you believe he had some multiple purposes, but
you don’t know what they were at the time?

Mr. HUANG. I can speculate for you right now.

Mr. BURTON. You cannot speculate?

Mr. HUANG. I can.

Mr. BURTON. Can you speculate right now?

Mr. HuaNG. For the status, as I mentioned already, you know,
the standing, and also the benefit for the business, later on he
would get recognition, and also can tell the people in Asia he
knows Mr. Clinton, and all these things probably would be part of
the benefits that I think he might be able to get.

Mr. BURTON. But you don’t know whether or not he discussed
anything in particular with Mr. Clinton?

Mr. HUANG. Oh, no, no, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Shays.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Huang, given the 5-minute process, we are—keep
doing 5 minutes, going to the next, so I am just going to review
where you are with me. Where you are with me is that you made
a statement that said you regretted your mistakes. You didn’t call
them illegal actions, so it is illegal actions plus mistakes. Where
you are with me is basically that—the recognition that you worked
for the Riadys from 1985 to July 1994; you worked for Commerce
from July 1994 to December 1995; and you worked at DNC, Demo-
crat National Committee, from December 1995 to October/Novem-
ber 1996 where you raised money. And where you are with me is
that afterwards your relationship continued with the Riadys. They
gave you a $18,000 gift in 1997, gZ0,000 gift in 1998, and they paid
for your travel to Jakarta in 1999. So that’s kind of where we are
at.

You then acknowledged that you regretted illegal acts that took
place in 1992. I want you to spell out what those illegal acts were.
What did you plead guilty to?

Mr. HUANG. I get reimbursement for my contributions. I knew
some of my colleagues who were reimbursed, and I also—I forgot
to mention to you in the last round, I just thought of that—and
also I gave some of my colleagues money for them to write checks,
but that was a relative small amount.

Mr. SHAYS. That was money that wasn’t necessarily yours that
you gave to others to write out?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct, yeah.

Mr. SHAYS. That was money from whom?

Mr. HUANG. From me first, and later on I also reported that back
to Mr. Riady.

Mr. SHAYS. Not from you first. It was—OK, I am sorry, sorry.
Then you were reimbursed later?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. SHAYS. From whom?

Mr. HUANG. From Mr. Riady.
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Mr. SHAYS. What was the amount, total amount, of these trans-
actions during the 1992 cycle?

Mr. HUANG. Directly related to me was—I can only go by the re-
port that the government has investigated on that.

Mr. SHAYS. No, you can go by what you did. You'd know what
you did.

Mr. HUANG. I really don’t have exact records right at this mo-
ment. Probably I can only think about is based on records, about
$150,000 something.

Mr. SHAYS. OK. Well, here is what we are going to do. Tomorrow
when you come back, I want the real number, not the record num-
ber. I want to know all of those transactions, not the ones you nec-
essarily pleaded guilty to. So that’s the difference here. The dif-
ference is you pleaded guilty to something, you have an agreement,
and that’s what you were guilty of according to the court. But I
want to know what you did that extended beyond that that you
didn’t plead guilty to, and you can provide that information to me
tomorrow.

Mr. HUANG. OK, sir.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you. Thank you.

Now, my understanding is that you didn’t plead guilty to these
actions, and you may not feel you are guilty, but these are mis-
takes as well. According to our information, you raised $3.4 million
when you were at the DNC, and that so far $1.6 million had to be
returned. They had to be returned because they were illegal con-
tributions.

Mr. HUANG. I still do not know the real reason behind this, be-
hind the returning of that $1.6 million. I did not really have the
privilege of knowing that. DNC did not really tell me about that.
I don’t know what the true reason on that, but at the time when
I collect those money, I did not have any of those information,
whether it was a decoy or not.

Mr. SHAYS. It would be helpful for you to be prepared tomorrow
when we go through that number, and we will go through each of
the numbers and why they were returned. They were returned be-
cause they were illegal contributions. Believe me, the DNC or the
RNC is not going to return money if they, in fact, were raised le-
gally, and with all the ways you can get around the law and be
legal, it’s really significant when you have to return the money be-
cause you can raise money from corporations and labor unions and
from foreign governments and have it not be illegal technically
under the law if it’s soft money. So this is money I would like to
have you explain.

Mr. WAXMAN. Would the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. SHAYS. Yes, I'd be happy to.

Mr. WAXMAN. I would just like to make a point. He may or may
not know about the source or reason for the return of the contribu-
tions by the DNC, but as I understand it, in some cases the DNC
returned money if they did not have sufficient information to know
whether it was a legal contribution, as well as contributions they
knew to be illegal.

Mr. SHAYS. Maybe what you could do is you could come tomorrow
and provide us the information on why they took the $1.6 million
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and gave it back because they wouldn’t have done it unless they
felt they needed to.

Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you for giving me the homework assign-
ment. I am simply informing you from the press reports that I have
read that they gave some back and for reasons, but you can ask
the DNC. I have no knowledge myself.

Mr. SHAYS. Reclaiming my time, it is just since I yielded to you
and you seem to have an opinion about it, maybe I think then you
can share the information. The bottom line is the DNC, the DNC
returned $1.6 million, and I'd like to know why they returned $1.6
million that you raised, and we will go through that, but I suspect
that’s also a mistake, and you did it while you were at the DNC.
You raised this money while you were at the DNC, correct?

Mr. HUuANG. Mr. Shays, I really did not know why we returned
that now.

Mé"(.) SHAYS. Did you raise this money while you were at the
DNC?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. SHAYS. It is money returned, some of it illegal, and yet in
response to Mr. Waxman’s question, you said the DNC did not do
anything illegal. You were an employee of the DNC. I want to
make sure that you aren’t splitting hairs here. If you raised money
as an employee of the DNC, the DNC did something illegal.

Mr. HUANG. No. At the time when I raised the money, DNC did
not know those things were illegal.

Mr. SHAYS. Right. And your testimony is that you didn’t know
any of that money was illegal?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct, at the time when I raised it.

Mr. SHAYS. Now—but it is also a fact that just because you didn’t
know it doesn’t make it illegal, I mean, we don’t have that conven-
ience, and to be able to say, since I didn’t know it was illegal,
therefore it is not illegal—it was illegal, and I wonder if your an-
swer to Mr. Waxman was as candid as it needed to be. Thank you.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I want to seek my 5-minute round
now.

Mr. BURTON. You had 5 minutes.

Mr. WAXMAN. That was in the last round. If the gentleman would
permit, because I would like to be able to respond to some of the
points that were just made.

Mr. BURTON. The reason we have a limitation of 5 minutes, and
we are just going right down the line, and we’ll come back to you.

Mr. WAXMAN. But point of order, Mr. Chairman. We are in the
second 5-minute round. I have not had a chance to do that. We did
the round, you concluded the first 5-minute round, and then we
started the second 5-minute round, and we are going to Mr. Shays.

Mr. BURTON. We are going in order. Go ahead. Go ahead.

Mr. SHAYS. May I be clear on one thing. I make an assumption
that you said 30 minutes each. So, Mr. Burton, you used your 30
minutes, and you used your 30, so the same thing would apply to
you, I guess, as well.

Mr. BURTON. It would, but we’ll go ahead and let Mr. Waxman
go now. Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WAXMAN. Before you all applaud yourselves for being so gen-
erous, the rules are that when you have a 5-minute round, each
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Member gets 5 minutes, and it goes back and forth, and you will
hear only from Republicans from here on out in asking questions.

If you receive—if you solicit a contribution working for the DNC,
and you don’t know that it is illegal, and you receive it, and the
DNC doesn’t know it’s illegal, that doesn’t mean you committed
any?illegal act or the DNC committed any illegal act; is that cor-
rect?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. WaxXMAN. But Mr. Shays is correct, it is an illegal contribu-
tion because the person who gave it might have given it improperly
or illegally.

Mr. HUANG. That’s after the fact.

Mr. WAXMAN. Is that your understanding? So I have heard—and
I don’t know what the DNC records are, but I am sure this commit-
tee has asked for it, and so some way or another maybe we can get
that information out—the DNC after the Presidential election in
1996 found out that some of the contributions that they had re-
ceived thinking they were legal turned out to have been improperly
made to them, and they gave some of them back. Is that your un-
derstanding as well?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. WaxMAN. Now, I also understand that some of the contribu-
tions they received, they couldn’t figure out whether they were
legal or not, and because they didn’t have sufficient information, it
didn’t make it illegal, they just—because all this turmoil was going
on in the press, and the Republicans were screaming and yelling,
they just returned the money to the contributor and for no particu-
lar reason, except the appearance. Is that your understanding?

Mr. HUANG. That is best I can understand, yes.

Mr. WAXMAN. So before Mr. Shays gives you a homework assign-
ment and gives me a homework assignment, he ought to ask the
members of the staff of this committee that subpoenaed over a mil-
lion documents from the White House and the DNC and everybody
else in sight to give us this information, because I don’t know if you
are going to be able to answer questions you don’t know anything
about, and I am certainly not going to be able to answer questions
that I don’t know anything about.

So I want to put that on the record, and have people understand,
it is the same if Mr. Shays receives a campaign contribution or Mr.
Burton or I, and we don’t know that it came from somebody that
was not entitled to give us a contribution. We try before we receive
it or when we disclose it to make sure that it wasn’t a corporate
contribution, which would be illegal. If we find it is corporate, we
return it. If it were a corporate contribution, it is not illegal unless
the person making the contribution knew that it was illegal to give
it.

Sometimes people give a contribution, they write a check out of
their corporate account, and then we draw their attention to the
matter and return the contribution and say we can’t accept it. If
we knew it were corporate and accepted it and used it, then that’s
a different story.

I wanted also, just because I have the time and a few minutes—
Mr. Burton seemed shocked that anybody would give a million-dol-
lar contribution out of the goodness of their heart. Well, people
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don’t give contributions out of the goodness of their heart. Maybe
Mr. Riady was doing it because he wanted to impress upon Presi-
dent Clinton that he was giving him or going to raise for him $1
million, and as you indicated, he had a multiplicity of motives; isn’t
that right?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. WAXMAN. He wasn’t doing it just out of the goodness of his
heart. I am conjecturing, but he wanted the status of riding in the
limo with the President?

Mr. HUANG. Right.

Mr. WAXMAN. Being able to be someone who could call on the
President as one of his major supporters and friends? There are a
lot of friends people have in politics, and friendships defined under
our crummy campaign finance system as people who give us
money—they become our friends. They’re the ones that get access
to us. They are the ones that are meeting in the congressional of-
fices all the time.

The tobacco industry happens to be a very close friend of the Re-
publican party. They gave 58.8 million to the RNC. Now, they got
a tax break, which they couldn’t hold onto when it became public,
of $50 billion, and there is an organization called Amway. Their
founder, Richard DeVos, and his wife gave $1 million to the RNC
in April 1997. During the 1997 budget, Speaker Gingrich worked
to secure tax breaks worth more than $200 million for Amway.
Well, I don’t know Mr. DeVos, but I know he’s a very devoted Re-
publican. He probably idealogically likes the Republicans and
wants to help them succeed, but it doesn’t mean that he wouldn’t
come and ask for some assistance from them.

There is a Texas businessman by the name of Harold Simmons,
and his family, they gave $1.5 million to Republican candidates
since 1980. The 1997 budget gave them a $60 million tax break.

Now, are these quid pro quos? They didn’t maybe say, “I will give
you this money and you give me a tax break.” They suddenly be-
came friends of the people who were able to write the tax laws be-
cause they control the Congress. So, if anything, Mr. Shays ought
to understand, because he said it over and over again, this cam-
paign finance system is disgustingly corrupting because people are
out raising money all the time, and the limits that we used to have,
that try to bring some sense to the laws, are out the window. It
used to be when we ran for Congress, we can get no more than
$1,000 contribution per person. Well, sure, but you can give
$10,000 of corporate money to the Republican or the Democratic
party building organizations, and then they run the commercials.

The American people know this system stinks. Some people have
tried to change it like Mr. Shays, but if you go down the list of the
members on this committee, I don’t know, most of them probably
voted against Mr. Shays’ bill. I voted for it, and the purpose of this
investigation should have been to change the campaign finance sys-
tem. Instead, as I have said over and over and over again, and will
continue to say, the purpose of this hearing, since it is only looking
at campaign issues relating to Democrats, is to use the taxpayers’
money, $7 million in the last Congress, to try to figure out ways
to make the Democrats and President Clinton look bad while we
all look bad when we have a campaign finance system that we have
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at the present time where people are out raising money. Even the
chairman is raising money, I am raising money, everybody is rais-
ing money. And then our friends who give us money want to come
in and talk to us about things of mutual interest.

My time, I see, is up, but I felt that I really ought to throw this
information out there. Let’s not kid anybody about what’s going on.
We have got a system where everybody is out raising money, and
it invites corruption on the part of people involved in it.

Mr. BURTON. I will take my 5 minutes real quickly here. As time
goes on, we will get back into the Riadys and the Lippo Group ties
to the PRC intelligence agencies. We know through Johnny Chung
that $300,000 was given to him to be given to the President’s re-
election committee. He testified under oath about the head of the
Peoples Liberation Army’s intelligence agency, and Mr. Chung,
Johnny Chung, knew that he was subject to perjury charges as well
if he lied. So the People’s Liberation Army intelligence agencies,
during the time that espionage was taking place at Los Alamos and
they were given nuclear secrets, were giving money to the Presi-
dent’s reelection committee, and that’s a fact.

Now, Senator Lieberman said, and I said this earlier, quote, non-
public evidence presented to the committee, that’s intelligence in-
formation, demonstrates a continuing business-intelligence rela-
tionship between the Riadys, the Lippo Group, and the PRC intel-
ligence service. So once again you have got the People’s Liberation
Army in Communist China tied to the Riadys because of our intel-
ligence services stating that. Now, we can’t go into details, but
that’s fact.

Now, Mr. Riady, a member of that group, gave $1 million to the
President’s campaign. He knew it was illegal. Now, that’s different
than somebody doing something even though it might be illegal
here in the United States, because we are talking about a foreign
government or a foreign entity that has ties to the People’s Libera-
tion Army and their intelligence apparatus giving $1 million, and
we don’t know what the reason for that was. So there is an awful
lot of things here that we ought to be concerned about.

In addition to that, let me talk about what we were talking about
earlier and what Mr. Shays was talking about. You knew that you
had given or raised money illegally, you have already admitted
that.

Mr. HUANG. Right.

Mr. BURTON. When did you know that that money was illegally
raised?

Mr. HUANG. It was starting from 1992.

Mr. BURTON. From 1992. So you went to the DNC as one of the
financial fundraising leaders over there after you knew you had
broken the law, and you had raised money illegally, you knew that.
Now, after you went over there, you raised %3 million, and $1.6
million was returned because it was illegal. Now, you have sworn
under oath here to tell us the truth, and you said that you didn’t
know that money was illegal, but you know it has to raise a ques-
tion in some of our minds. You knew you were raising money ille-
gally back in 1992, 1993 and 1994, but when you went to the DNC,
you raised $3 million, $1.6 million of which was returned, and you
are saying you did not know that was illegal money?
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Mr. HuaNG. That is correct. At the time when I raised the
money, I did not think the money I raised was illegal, when I was
in DNC.

Mr. BURTON. When you were at the DNC, you did not think it
was illegal?

Mr. HUANG. Right.

Mr. BURTON. But the money you raised prior to that, back in
1992 and 1993 and 1994, you knew that there was illegality in-
volved then?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. BURTON. So when you went to the DNC and you raised this
$3 million, you didn’t continue the practice of raising the money il-
legally?

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. BURTON. And yet $1.6 million was returned because it was
illegal?

Mr. HUANG. I did not know again, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. I know, but the point is you can understand why
we might be a little bit concerned because you raised money ille-

ally knowing it, and then you come to the DNC and you raised
%3 million plus, and $1.6 million is returned, just like the other
was illegal money, and you are saying you didn’t know that when
you were at the DNC.

Mr. HUANG. The matter, it was illegal during 1992 and 1994, Mr.
Chairman, was related to a very close group which is within the
Lippo Group executive. It was not going outside that group, as you
probably know from the—from the records, but when I was in the
DNC, I did not really go into the practice. I didn’t go to the—you
know, the general public’s basically and

Mr. BURTON. I think you can see, Mr. Huang, how we have some
concerns and maybe some doubts in the back of our mind, because
if it was illegal here, and you were raising money and you knew
it, and then you go to the DNC and you raise $3 million, and $1.6
million is returned because it is illegal, you would think that you
might have known that because you were doing it previously, it
was a previous mode of operation.

Let me go back to some other questions because I want to stay
on this one theme that—or one issue that we were looking at re-
garding the limousine ride, because there are a lot of things that
we are going to try to get to regarding that. Did anyone suggest
that Mr. Riady should not give $1 million in contributions to the
President’s committee or to the DNC?

Mr. HUANG. You talking about raise $1 million?

Mr. BURTON. Yes.

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. BURTON. Did anyone say he should not do that, raising it
from the Lippo?

Mr. HUANG. I have no knowledge on that.

Mr. BURTON. When he told you that, did you say anything to him
about, hey, that might not be the right thing to do because it is
money coming from a foreign corporation?

Mr. HUANG. I did not.

Mr. BURTON. You didn’t say anything?

Mr. HUANG. I did not say anything.
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Mr. BURTON. Are James Riady and President Clinton the only
two people who can say what actually happened in that limousine?
To your knowledge, was there anybody else in the limousine who
could say what happened?

Mr. HUANG. The obvious two person, I don’t know anyone else
who might know.

Mr. BURTON. Maybe you can look at exhibit 24 in your book
there. It is a chart of the Lippo-related contributions after Mr.
Riady made his $1 million promise to President Clinton, if you can
look at that. Were all of these people either Lippo employees or
spouses of Lippo employees?

[Exhibit 24 follows:]
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LIPPO-RELATED CONTRIBUTIONS
AFTER THE LIMOUSINE RIDE

Contributor Date Amount Recipient

David Yeh 8/18/92 $5,000 DNC

David Yeh 8/18/92 $5,000 DNC

Christina Yeh 8/23/92 $5,000 DNC

Christina Yeh 8/28/92 $5,000 DNC

John Huang 8/31/92 $1,500 California Democratic Party
Felix Ma 8/30/92 $5,000 DSCC

Jane Huang 9/1/92 $1,000 DNC

John Huang 9/8/92 $1,500 DSCC

Felix Ma 9/10/92 $5,000 Michigan Democratic Party
Jane Huang 9/15/92 $5,000 DNC

Jane Huang 9/15/92 $5.000 DNC

Mary Ma 9/15/92 $5,000 Michigan Democratic Party
John Huang 9/16/92 $1,000 California Democratic Party
Jane Huang 9/16/92 $1,000 California Democratic Party
Joseph Chiang 9/18/92 $10,000 DNC ;

Donna Chiang 9/18/92 $10,000 DNC

San Jose Holdings 9/21/92 $10,000%* Citizens Vote/Vote Now *92
Toy Center Holdings 9/21/92 $10,000%* Citizens Vote/Vote Now ‘92
Joseph Chiang 9/22/92 $10,000 DNC

Donna Chiang 9/22/92 $10,000 DNC

Joseph Sund 9/23/92 $5,000 Arkansas Democratic Party
Joseph Sund 9/24/92 $10,000 DNC

Felix Ma 9/25/92 $5,000 DSCC

Felix Ma 9/30/92 $5,000 Ohio Democratic Party
Mary Ma 9/30/92 $5,000 Ohio Democratic Party
Mary Ma 9/30/92 $5,000 DSCC

James Riady 9/30/92 $75,000 Michigan Democratic Party
Bie Chuan Ong 9/30/92 $5,000 Michigan Democratic Party
Joseph Sund 9/30/92 $5,000 Michigan Democratic Party
James Riady 10/5/92 $75,000 Ohio Democratic Party
Christina Yeh 10/7/92%* $5,000 DNC

Christina Yeh 10/7/92% $5,000 DNC

James Riady 10/8/92 $5,000 Arkansas Democratic Party
James Riady 10/8/92 $75,000 Arkansas Democratic Party
Aileen Riady 10/8/92 $5,000 Arkansas Democratic Party
Bie Chuan Ong 10/9/92 $5,000 California Democratic Party
Lucy Jao Ong 10/10/92 $5,000 Arkansas Democratic Party
James Riady 10/12/92 $75,000 Louisiana Democratic Party
Aileen Riady 10/12/92 $50,000 Georgia Democratic Party
Aileen Riady 10/15/92 $50,000 N. Carolina Democratic Party

: EXHIBIT
é 24




Ricor Da Silveira
Brenda Da Silveira
Bie Chuan Ong
Ricor Da Silveira
Lucy Jao Ong
Ricor Da Silveira
Lucy Jao Ong
Bie Chuan Ong
Lucy Jao Ong
Felix Ma

Joseph Sund
John Huang

John Huang

10/19/92
10/19/92
10/19/92
10/21/92
10/21/92%*
10/22/92
10/22/92*
10/23/92%
10/23/92*
10/23/92%*
10/23/92*
10/27/92
10/31/92
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$5,000
$5,000
$5,000
$5,000
$5,000
$5,000
$5,000
$5,000
$5,000
$5,000
$5,000
$2,500
$1,000

DSCC

DSCC

Arkansas Democratic Party
Michigan Democratic Party
California Democratic Party
Arkansas Democratic Party
DSCC

DSCC

Michigan Democratic Party
Missouri Democratic Party
Michigan Democratic Party
DNC

DSCC

Lippo-Related Contributions to Political Parties After the Limo Ride $644,500

* Indicates the date it was recorded by the FEC. Otherwise, it is the date of the check.

** The contributions to Citizens Vote/Vote Now '92 were returned for lack of an

endorsement.
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Mr. HUANG. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. They were.

Were all of these contributions made to fulfil Mr. Riady’s promise
to raise $1 million?

Mr. HUANG. That would be part of the plan, yes.

Mr. BURTON. Do you recall any more contributions toward Mr.
Riady’s goal that are not listed there? Do you recall any other con-
tributions toward Mr. Riady’s goal that are not listed in that list?

Mr. HUANG. Now, this list, Mr. Chairman, was during the 1992,
that period of time. Later on there was some more names.

Mr. BURTON. Those—that list is from 19927

Mr. HUANG. 1992 and 1993, around that period of time. All these
things were handled through the hands of—through my hands.

Mr. BURTON. Yes, I understand that.

Were any other contributions that you know of given based upon
the commitment that Mr. Riady made in addition to those? I mean,
is that the only group of people that gave money?

Mr. HUANG. There will be more than that.

Mr. BURTON. There would be more than that?

Mr. HUANG. There would not be too many more on that.

Mr. BURTON. And you were the one that was in charge of solicit-
ing this money for the Riady Group?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Mica.

Mr. Mica. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

In my first part of questioning, Mr. Huang, I went over the con-
tributions prior to the Presidential debate and leading up to the de-
bate, and I think you testified that there were hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars that, before that, went to the Riadys, and then you
said you had also contributed tens of thousands at that point in
1992, and you also received conduit payments and also said your
wife had participated. Actually you had performed that activity for
your wife.

What I'd like to do is to move now into the Asian Pacific Advi-
sory Council [APAC], which was set up by Nora and Gene Lum in
California, and its inaugural event was October 27, 1992, in Los
Angeles. Did you attend that event?

Mr. HUANG. I did attend.

Mr. MicA. In her deposition—and you see, you fit into the bigger
picture of how things took place and who did what in this, and
again, different parts of this scheme to funnel huge amounts of
money into the Presidential campaign and other activities, some of
it, again, from foreign sources. In her deposition, congressional dep-
osition, Melinda Yee denied any involvement with APAC or APAC
Vote apart from the fact that she said she attended the APAC
Vote’s award ceremony in 1992 along with Maria Haley as staffers
from the Clinton-Gore campaign, although Melinda Yee was being
paid by the DNC at that time. Are you aware of that, and she was
at the event?

Mr. HUANG. Melinda Yee was at the event, yes.
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Mr. MicA. Yee said that APAC Vote was not affiliated with the
DNC in any way. However, their—in their proffer to the commit-
tee, the Lums state they opened an office for an organization affili-
ated with DNC, and that exhibit 33 is dated October 12, 1992. It
says, I authorize Nora Lum, and it’s signed Melinda Yee, director
of C(‘)?nstituencies, and she’s setting up that vote project. Is that cor-
rect?

[Exhibit 33 follows:]
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Cctober 12, 198%2

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN;
I hereby authorize Nora Lum of the DNC’'s APAC-Vote Project tc
open an account under the name of “DNC/APAC". Her federal id# is
1f you have any qusstions, please contact me at

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Melinda C. Yee
Director of Constituencies

CG92B- 00663
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Mr. HUANG. I have no knowledge about this arrangement.

Mr. MicA. You have no knowledge, but she was at the organiza-
tional thing, and I'd point out for the committee that this is con-
trary to the information given in her deposition.

Exhibit 32, just before that, is a letter to your wife, I believe,
thanking her for a contribution to this Asian Pacific Advisory
Council [APAC], and it’s signed by Nora Lum. Is that correct?

[Exhibit 32 follows:]
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APACXVOTE

Asiap Pacific Advisory Council

November 9, 1992

Dear

Thank you very much for your generous
contribution to the Democratic National
Committee. The First Annual Southern
California Asian Pacific Awards Dinner was

a great success due to your commitment and
support.

The Asian Pacific Advisory Council has
been a valuable resource to the Democratic
Party because of the dedication of people like
You. Young Americans Together for Change, a
non-partisan organization has added to our
efforts. We look forward to working with you
in the future in building our unified and
harmonious Asian Pacific American community.

Thank you again.

7W Yours truly,

Nora T. Lunm
Executive Director

EXHIBIT

32

Torrance, !alifornia -

phone NENENNS- fax*

-
=
&
H
H
i

001361
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Mr. HUANG. That is correct, yes.

Mr. MicA. Further, documenting the involvement of Melinda Yee
for the benefit of the committee and the record, I refer to exhibit
34, which shows extensive involvement in a memo from Melinda
Yee to Nora Lum discussing all of the details relating to this fund.
Do you have any knowledge of this particular memo dated Septem-
ber 2, 19927

[Exhibit 34 follows:]
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i
TO: Nora Lum t EXHIBIY

FR: Melinda Yee
RE: APAC-VOTE Project
DRTE September 2, 1992

34

g —_—

Tast night, i Spoke with Chairman Ron Brown about the APAC-VOTE
Project. He was particularly concerned that we had not yet
registered a significant number of new voters for the election in
November, especially since we have only one month until the voter
registration deadline expires.

As you know, the DNC agreed to fund this project based on our
agreement that new voters would be actively registered on an
ongoing basis. To date, how many new voters have actually been
registered? We need to see your realistic goals and the plan on
how you are exscuting your strategy. ‘

Chairman Brown indicated that if by September 10, the day of the
grand opening, we do not have an impressive amount of new voters
registered (at least in the thousands), that he would consider
"cutting back significantly" on the budget for this project.

This would severely impact the voter registration project and the
get-out-the-vote effort as well. As you are well aware, over 75%
of our total budget goes for major media markets and very little
goes for voter participation.

He also wants me to give him twice-a-week status reports con how
many new voters APAC-VOTE has registered. I would say the best
days would be Wednesday evenings and Sunday evenings (beginning
tonight) for a call from me to you and your staff in Torrance.

Nora, I cannot emphasize how important this project is to the
Asian Pacific American community, the Clinton/Gore ticket, and the
Democratic Party. We must be working on this effort full-time,
seven days a week, from now until election day. Incidentally,
Chairman Brown has tried to contact you in the mornings and over
the weekends, and has not been able to reach your office. Is the
office fully-functional yet? And, if so, what are your hours of
operation?

Please let me know what I can do to assist APAC-VOTE in its
‘efforts. I apologize for being so *bottom-line®. Quite honestly,
however, at this point, we cannot afford to be any other way.

This presidential election will truly change the direction of this
- country and Bill Clinton/Al Gore have got to be at the helm.

The Asian Pacific American community must make a difference in
this election immediately. THANK YOU!

CG92B~ 00551
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Mr. HUANG. Congressman Mica, I do not.

Mr. MicA. You do not?

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. MicA. Now, another document here is exhibit 35, which lists
those who would be present on election night produced by Melinda
Yee, and it does list—that’s exhibit 35. It does list, I think, you on
the second page and also the Riadys on the second page. Were you
aware of Melinda Yee’s involvement in preparing this list?

[Exhibit 35 follows:]
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TO: tephanie Solien/Ceandra Scott
FR: Melindé Yee

RE: Election Night

DATE: October 14, 19292

Here ig my list of people who want to come down to Little Rock on
election night:

VIPs - PLEASE PLUG INTO ANY VIP EVENTS

Robert and Doris Matsui (1 room)
isa # Gk
Exp . ‘il

March Fong Eu and Guest (1 room)
{(November 3-November 4)
vcE el (;on-smoking room)

EXP . I

Jong Pil Kim (friend of Grandmaster Lee’s - need 1 room)
Chairman

Democratic Liberal Party, Republic of China

Grand Master Hu Lee

VISA#

EXP.

Grandmaster Hu and Mrs. Lee
Pergonal friend of Governor Clinton (Lottie can vouch for him)
Already have room reserved.

Please plug into any VIP events.

OTHER -

Peter apnd Hefen Yee (1 xoow)
AMEX#-

2xp.

[November 1-4)
Marty Yee {stay with MY)

Dennis Hayashi (stay with MY)

EXHIBIT
Satish and Sneh Mehtani (1 room)
VISA# 35
EXP. ) ——r

{November 3-9)

CG92B~- 00356
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Ramesh and Susan Kapur (1 room)
AMEX#

exp. Jdilin

(November 2 - November 4)

John and Jane Huang (1 room)
AMEX#

EXP.

(November 2-November 4)

James and Aileen Riady (1 room)
John Huang

AMEX# Wi

EXP . <

(November 2-November 4)

Neil Dhillon (1 room)
Visa #

Exp. 4EN®

Tina Bow (1 room)
credit card- Ceandra

Please reserve (9) sleeping rooms at local hotels.

Thanx.

CG6S$2B- Q0357
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November 3, 1992
Election Night
International Bazaar

Little Rock

Guest List

Congressman Bob & Doris Matsui
Norm & Mrs. Mineta

March Fong Eu & guest

Jong Pil XKim

Grand Master Lee & Mrs. Lee

Guests

Peter & Helen Yee

Marty Yee

Ramesh & Suan Kapur

John & Jane Huang *
James & Aileen Riady *

Satish & Sneh Mehtani
Neil Dhillon

Tina Bow

Dr. & Mrs. Tino Amores
Shan & Feliz Thever

Sanyo/MH guests

Mr. Hiroshi Takeuchi
Mr. Takashi Hoshino
Ms. Toshiko Igarashi
Mr. Hirocki.Sakamoto

Mr. Yutaka Kgjita

Mr. Bob_DeanEi

Mr. & Mrs. G¥ay Swoope
Mr. & Mrs.-Charles Sloan
Mr. & Mrs. Becon Tan

Mr. & Mrs. Armando Plata

APA Staff
Angie Amores
Chris Amores
Vida Benavides
Atul Gawande
Dan Sakura
Karen Sullivan
Angie Uherbelau

(17)

(12)

(2)
(2)

(1)
(2)

(2)
(1)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(1)
(1)
(2)
(2)

,\,\,\,\,\
R e

(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)

C692B- 00353
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Mr. HuaNG. I don’t know she actually prepared the list or not,
but I was in Little Rock that night, the election night.

Mr. MicA. There is a—now you were involved in the DNC, and
we have had testimony in deposition that—that there was no affili-
ation between APAC, this Asian Pacific Council, and the DNC. Did
you know if there was a relationship between the two?

Mr. HUANG. At the time I did not know because I—the only
knowledge I knew is that Ms. Lum—Gene Lum was trying to orga-
nize something and trying to drum up the vote, you know, from the
Asian community and set up organization like that, and I did at-
tend the kick-off function.

Mr. MicA. And did you or the Lippo Group provide funds to this
organization, and in what amount?

Mr. HUANG. I probably did make contribution to that event,
maybe very small amount, either $1,500 or $2,000. That including
my wife, though.

Mr. Mica. Was any of that money reimbursed to you, or were
those personal funds?

Mr. HUANG. I believe it did get reimbursed later on.

Mr. MicA. You were reimbursed for that.

Let me ask you, too, in closing, and my time is running out, we
have records and the committee has exhibits of showing money
from bank accounts during different periods. Some of that, I guess,
was wire-transferred or entered into the Lippo accounts, and there
was some cash that was brought into the United States and some
cash you received. Did you receive all of your money through
checks or through wire accounts, or did you also receive cash?

Mr. HUANG. In?

Mr. MicA. For reimbursement.

Mr. HUANG. In some period of time in 1992, I did receive some
in cash.

Mr. MicA. In 19——

Mr. HUANG. 1992.

Mr. MicA. Was that given—who gave you that cash?

Mr. HUANG. The cash is the—I believe in final terms as handed
to me through other Lippo coworkers.

Mr. MicA. I am sorry?

Mr. HuANG. Other Lippo coworker who was working closely with
Mr. Riady.

Mr. MicaA. Did Mr. Riady give you any cash directly, or this was
from Mr. Riady through one of his employees or workers?

Mr. HuANG. A few incidents. Some of the cases like that I just
explained to you, but some—one case he gave me the cash or trav-
eler’s cash.

Mr. MicA. In what amount?

Mr. HUANG. About $10,000 in aggregate.

Mr. MicA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My time has expired.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Souder.

Mr. SOUDER. To briefly review, I am back to Webb Hubbell, that
you saw him at a reception, that you have got a call from Doug
Buford about raising—him needing help; you believed that the
phone call from Webb Hubbell to LippoBank were probably to set
up an appointment time. I have a couple of other questions. Did
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Joe Giroir also contact you about helping or making you aware of
Webb Hubbell’s situation?

Mr. HUANG. I couldn’t quite recall Joe Giroir was involved in
that, in that instance though.

Mr. SOUDER. So Doug Buford was your main contact?

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. SOUDER. He was with Bruce Lindsey’s former law firm?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. SOUDER. That—when did you first meet Webb Hubbell? Was
that reception the first time?

Mr. HUANG. No. The first time I met Mr. Hubbell was in Inau-
guration in 1993, Inauguration night or whatever.

Mr. SOUDER. You didn’t know him when he was back in Arkan-
sas?

Mr. HUANG. I knew of his name, but I don’t believe I met him
before.

Mr. SOUDER. How would you have known of his name? Just for
the record, you did Asian bank things related to the Worthen Bank
out of Arkansas. He was with the Rose Law Firm at that time. Did
you know him in any way regarding Arkansas business?

Mr. HuaNG. No. My role was basically in Asia first time when
I know joined the Lippo Group in Hong Kong, but Lippo at that
time already took some major interest in Worthen Bank, and I be-
lieve Mr. Hubbell was working for the Rose Law Firm, and Rose
Law Firm had some client—business client relationship with either
Worthen or Mr. Riady at that time.

Mr. SOUDER. So you at least knew his name, although you did
not know him?

Mr. HUANG. No, that’s correct.

Mr. SOUDER. And did you know him very well? Would you call
Mr. Hubbell a friend, or would you have called him a friend at the
time they first contacted you in regard to money?

Mr. HUANG. Well, I considered him as a friend since he’s a friend
of my—my employer, yes.

Mr. SOUDER. When did Mr.—now, you said that Mr. Riady, he
may have, when he was at Rose Law Firm, been working with Mr.
Riady way back in Arkansas. Do you know that for a fact?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t know for a fact because I do recall there is
conversation that Mr. Riady mentioned to me how he knew Mr.
Webb Hubbell.

Mr. SOUDER. Do you know what he would have done with Mr.
Riady at that time?

Mr. HUANG. I didn’t quite understand, Mr. Souder.

Mr. SOUDER. In other words, what I am trying to establish is
the—did Mr. Riady consider Mr. Hubbell personally a friend?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct. According to Mr. Riady to me, men-
tioned to me about that.

Mr. SOUDER. Did he refer to him as a longtime friend, or do you
think this was more—in other words, you said you considered
Webb Hubbell a friend in kind of a second degree; he was a friend
of your friend. Did Mr. Riady—business acquaintance, longtime
friend. Or was this because—you made the statements that you be-
lieved that he did this, and you felt he should help with the fund-
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ing, agld you would help because of friendship. What did friendship
mean?

Mr. HUANG. Because he’s been knowing him for a long time.

Mr. SOUDER. And you also said that you had discussed with Mr.
Riady regarding Mr. Hubbell’s pride. So the money was going for
friendship and not for a job, or in other words, the job merely came
because it was less embarrassing for Mr. Hubbell?

Mr. HUANG. To the latter was the answer for that, sir.

Mr. SOUDER. You said earlier in response to a question that you
weren’t sure, but you wondered whether the two phone calls to
Lippo Bank on May 19th may have been to set up an appointment
with Mr. Riady. Did Mr. Riady ask you to set up an appointment
for the June meeting?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, he did.

Mr. BURTON. So, to your knowledge, he hadn’t set one up by
phone because you were the person who actually executed the ap-
pointment?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. SOUDER. Could there have been another meeting that we
don’t know about here between Mr. Riady and Mr. Hubbell?

Mr. HUANG. Prior to June?

Mr. SOUDER. Yes.

Mr. HUANG. No. Mr. Riady at that time, I believe, was overseas,
was not in the States.

Mr. SOUDER. Do you believe that Mr. Riady had any contacts
with Mr. Hubbell separate from any contacts through you?

Mr. HuaNGg. That I would not know, but I dont believe so,
though.

Mr. SOUDER. Because generally you were considered the point
person in this?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct, sir.

Mr. SOUDER. When Mr. Riady came in in June, he brought
$32,000; $17,500 in traveler’s checks, and, as I also recall from
your other Justice Department testimony, his expenses were large-
ly covered. So what did he do with the money he brought over?

Mr. HUANG. I would not know, I would not know because he had
a whole family coming over in the summer, generally also in the
wintertime for vacations. It is not unusual for him to bring that
kind of sums of money with them.

b %\I/I?r. SOUDER. To your knowledge, none of that went to Mr. Hub-
ell’

Mr. HUANG. No, I don’t think so, no, no.

Mr. SOUDER. Could it have gone to Mr. Hubbell?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t think so.

Mr. SOUDER. Why don’t you think so?

Mr. HUANG. I believe that would be their personal spending
money. You know, there was arrangement for later on the
$100,000. That was a very good sum of money already.

Mr. SOUDER. Did you travel to Little Rock, AR, with Mr. Riady
in June?

Mr. HuaNG. I didn’t quite recall, Mr. Souder, that there was a
trip to Little Rock in June, though.

Mr. SOUDER. What—originally Mr. Riady had appointments in
Washington for the 21st and 22nd. It was then changed, and he
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was here longer, through the 21st and 25th, but he made a trip
into Little Rock, but you don’t recall whether you were involved
with that. And could——

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Souder, I really don’t have any recollection. He
left town for Little Rock during that week, though. I don’t know.

Mr. SOUDER. Did you travel with Mr. Riady to Washington in
June 19947

Mr. HUANG. Yeah, yes.

Mr. SOUDER. You didn’t go to Little Rock from Washington, to
your recollection?

Mr. HUANG. I personally, from my recollection, did not leave
town.

Mr. SOUDER. I may try to followup with that tomorrow with some
more documentation.

Do you know why Mr. Riady would have changed from staying
the first 2 days to staying longer? Originally I think the Presi-
dential gala fundraiser was the 22nd, but then additional meetings
Were?set up. Is that why he lengthened his stay? Was that a sur-
prise?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t know if there’s any reason why he changed
that. He did not mention to me he was originally staying there for
2 weeks. He would be available for the whole week there, that’s my
knowledge.

Mr. SOUDER. Did the Justice Department ask you anything about
telephone calls between you and Mr. Riady that week?

Mr. HUANG. In June, the 20ths, in that week?

Mr. SOUDER. June 21 to 25 did the Justice Department ask you
about any telephone calls to Mr. Riady or visits to the White House
with Mr. Riady?

Mr. HUANG. Yes. I was with him in Washington, DC. With Mr.
Riady, I mean.

Mr. SOUDER. I am going to ask more questions. What my ques-
tion is, did the Justice Department in their depositions, because we
don’t see that, did they ask you about your visits to the White
House with Mr. Riady, I believe there were several in the week of
June 21 to 25, and the telephone calls made by you or Mr. Riady?

Mr. HUANG. I believe so, yeah.

Mr. SOUDER. You believe the Justice Department asked you
those questions.

Mr. HUANG. Right.

Mr. SOUDER. Thank you.

Mr. BURTON. Ms. Norton, did you have any questions?

Ms. NORTON. No questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. LaTourette.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Huang, I want to go back to what you and the chairman
were talking about, and I know that it is going to, sadly, consume
a lot of my 5 minutes, but the great thing about this hearing is I
have got 3 more days to go back to the February 19th fundraiser.

I think where you got sideways with the chairman and what does
trouble some Members on this side of the aisle, and I know you can
clear it up, is that when I asked you before what you have pleaded
guilty to is this conspiracy to defraud the United States of America
based upon illegal campaign contributions. And the way that a con-
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duit scheme works, and I want to make sure it is included in the
record for people who are reading this later or someone who is
watching it on the Internet or C—SPAN, so that they understand,
if T take $20 and I give it to Mr. Shays, and I say, give that $20
to Mr. Burton, the contribution came from me. It didn’t come from
Mr. Shays. I have used Mr. Shays as a strawman.

What makes it illegal? Well, there are a couple things that make
it illegal. But if I have already given Mr. Burton more money than
the law allows me to give, then that makes it illegal because it is
really my money. Or if I am a person that can’t contribute or par-
ticipate in giving money, that can be another example.

And that is the crime of which you stand accused and convicted,
is it not? You were donating money, others were donating money,
and then they were being paid back, so the money wasn’t really
coming from you.

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Because the Riadys were paying for it. That is
the crime to which you pled guilty, right?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. When the chairman was talking to you
about the Vice President’s fundraiser at the Buddhist temple, the
same scheme was going on. The nuns, whether you know about it
or not, the nuns who have taken a vow of poverty have written
checks for $5,000, but you know today that it was not their money.
They were straw people for other people that wanted to make a do-
nation to the Vice President or the President’s campaign. It’s the
same scheme, you grant me that, do you not?

Mr. HUANG. I read out of the newspaper. I do not know the de-
tails for a fact, though, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. Let’s go to the fundraiser that we were
talking about, then, on February 19th, because we now know today
that at that fundraiser, through the help of Charlie Trie, there
were a number of illegal contributions made using this same
scheme. And in particular, I am talking about contributions made
by Davidson Wu, Ernie Green, Lei Chu, Keshi Zhan, Manlin
Foung, Joe Landon, Yue Chu, Ming Cheng, Charles Chiang,
Zhengwei Cheng, Daihatsu International, and Jack Ho.

As I understand it, you are testifying before this committee that
you did not know when you accepted the money for this February
19th that they were illegal. But we now know today because of the
investigation, because of the testimony of Charlie Trie, because of
things that you know, because the DNC has turned the money
back, that the same thing was happening; that is, that people were
making donations to the campaign to reelect the President, but it
wasn’t their money. It was money that maybe it wasn’t given to
them up front, but somebody said to them, if you write a check of
$12,500 to the Committee to Reelect President Clinton, I will give
you the $12,500. It’s the same scheme for which you stand con-
victed from 1992 to 1994. Do you grant me that?

Mr. HUANG. That’s right.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Do you see that’s what makes us suspicious
over here? I don’t know anybody that thinks that you’re a bad guy.
I think that what you have done is not so good. But the fact of the
matter is you stand convicted of this setting up a strawman be-
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tween you and a campaign. The nuns who took the vow of poverty
are straw people between whoever really wants the President to
have the money and the President’s campaign and this list of peo-
ple to a fundraiser that you were in charge of on February 19,
1996, have done the same thing.

Now, it is—I mean, people say, well, what a coincidence. I mean,
you seem to be around all this same sort of scandal. That’s what
makes it suspicious. I hope you understand, as we ask you ques-
tions, that’s what raises our curiosity. I hope you understand that.

We were talking about this fundraiser, and now I probably have
about 30 seconds left, but did you at any time discuss with Mr.
Riady, James Riady, the event that you were putting together on
February 19, 1996, about their help?

Mr. HuANG. I might have mentioned to him I did an event for
$1 million probably afterwards on some occasion I saw him or—I
saw him, yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. But specifically requesting his help or anyone
from the Lippo Group to help with that event prior to the event?

Mr. HUANG. Oh, no. No.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. And what was your understanding, going
back to Charlie Trie, that he did for a living in 1996? Do you know
what he did for a living?

Mr. HUANG. I think he was in the trading business, I think.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Right. And were you

Mr. HUANG. Excuse me, or some real estate investments. The
way I understood it, he might have made some money in the real
estate investments in Asia, some very good sum of money. I might
be wrong on that, though.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Did you have a chance to meet his Macao-
based partner, a fellow by the name of Ng Lap Seng?

Mr. HUANG. During that fundraiser period of time, you know, on
February 19th, around that period of time, I did meet with him.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And what did you understand that Mr. Ng’s
business was? What business did you think that he was in?

Mr. HUANG. He was in the real estate investment or also in the
trading business.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Did you ever have a conversation or discussion
with Mr. Ng as to whether or not he had a relationship with the
Communist Chinese Government?

Mr. HUANG. No, I did not.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Did Mr. Ng ever indicate to you that he had
ever received money from the Chinese Government?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Before you went to work at the DNC, had you
ever had any direct fundraising—done any direct fundraising work
with Charlie Trie before you went to the DNC?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir. As I reported to you earlier, [—the first time
I met with Charlie Trie was June or in the summer of 1994.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And when do you think that—again, the plan-
ning for this February 19th event, when do you think your best
recollection was that you would have first discussed Mr. Trie par-
ticipating or helping you with this February 19, 1996, fundraiser?

Mr. HUANG. It must have been probably in January 1996.
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Mr. LATOURETTE. And, in that vein, did you ask him to contrib-
ute to the event?

Mr. HUANG. No. I said I am doing something for the event, it is
for Asian community, and I would like him to help me.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And did that—did that in your mind mean
that he should write a check and contribute to it, or did it mean
that he should contribute to it and help you identify other donors
to contribute to the event as well?

Mr. HUANG. I did not really discuss about it in detail. And basi-
cally as long as he can raise the money or he can give the money,
it doesn’t really make any difference to me at that time.

Mr. LATOURETTE. But, again, the money, were you only looking
for $12,500 from him, or were you looking to him to attract more
money than that?

Mr. HUANG. Basically through his connections, you know, and he
can raise more money for my event.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. That is what—so you saw him not only as
a person that could write a check but you were hoping he could get
other people to write checks as well.

Mr. HuaNG. Congressman, if it is soft money, the person can
write a check for $100,000 himself. It is also OK.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Right. And I am not trying to trick you even
though I say that. I am just asking, were you saying “Charlie Trie,
write me the biggest check you can write?” Or when you said will
you help with the event, were you hoping that he would not only
make whatever, 12, 5, 100 whatever he wanted to write, but that
he would get others to write checks to participate in the event?
That’s what I wanted to know. Did you see him as one guy to give
money no matter what the amount was, or did you hope that he
would be a guy to give money and get other people to give money?

Mr. HUANG. I did not really discuss one form or the other. Basi-
cally, I felt he was a source of help to me. Whatever the format it
ends up is OK to me.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank you, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WaxmMAN. I'll defer to others.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Shays, did you have questions now or do you
want to pass?

Henry, do you want to

Mr. WAXMAN. I am entitled to 5 minutes, but I will defer it now
and let others ask questions.

Mr. BURTON. We are getting to the point where we probably
want to end around 6 o’clock.

Mr. WAXMAN. I'm ready to end now.

Mr. BURTON. Well, then, you don’t have any more questions?

Mr. WAXMAN. We are coming back tomorrow.

Mr. BURTON. You don’t have any more questions tonight, then?

Mr. WAXMAN. I'm not giving up my 5-minute round, but I don’t
want to pursue it right now.

Mr. BURTON. Instead of having 5 minutes, you can have 10 this
time.

Mr. WaxMAN. That’s going to take unanimous consent.

Mr. BURTON. He’s getting his extra 5 is what I'm saying.
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Mr. LATOURETTE. This is the next round, is my understanding.
I am happy to participate in the next round as a courtesy to the
other Members that may want to wait until later.

Did you, as you were talking to Charlie Trie about this event on
February 19, 1996, discuss or ever have a discussion with him as
to what the rules for—in other words, you indicated to me in the
other question that someone can give up to $100,000 in soft money
and it’s OK. Did you ever have a conversation with Charlie Trie as
to what the rules were for donating to an event such as yours?

Mr. HUANG. Congressman, I did not. The reason is, he was quite
established in front of the DNC. He wasn’t the major donor. I
would assume he knew about the rules.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. Likewise, I guess I would receive the same
answer if I asked you if you ever discussed the currency trans-
action reporting requirements with the DNC. I assume you did not
do that either?

Mr. HUANG. I did not do that either.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I want to talk to you next about a fellow by
the name of Antonio Pan. Are you acquainted of this person?

Mr. HUANG. I knew of this person, yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And I would ask you when you first knew of
Antonio Pan and what you knew about his professional back-
ground.

Mr. HUANG. Antonio Pan used to work for Lippo Group. He had
a background in the trading business. He might have joined the
Lippo Group back in probably the beginning of the 1990’s and later
on the—he was not working for me or directly related to me. I
mean, he was working with the projects in Asia is why he was join-
ing the group. Probably he had some responsibility related to the
real estate portion in China related to Lippo at that time.

Mr. LATOURETTE. It’s my understanding that at one time you
worked for a subsidiary of Lippo called T-A-T-I, TATI. Is that the
correct pronunciation?

Mr. HUANG. That is involving the real estate development in
Fujian Province, far as I know.

Mr. LATOURETTE. So that is a real estate concern of the Lippo
Group?

Mr. HUANG. No, TATI was a specific project to develop a whole
bay area and industrial complex out of the—Mr. Riady’s, you know,
hometown, original ancestor’s town from China.

Mr. LATOURETTE. So, again, the answer to my question is that
this particular project, however, is located within the People’s Re-
public of China?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. And that is what Mr. Pan did at one point
in time is head it up?

Mr. HUANG. As far as I know, yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Are you aware at any time that Antonio Pan
then came to work for Charlie Trie?

Mr. HUANG. Yes. For whatever reason, the project was under—
the whole project in China was under the reducing scale. Maybe he
was no longer working for the Lippo, and he left.
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Mr. LATOURETTE. And do you have any understanding of what
he did for Mr. Trie, what work he did for him after he left and
went into Mr. Trie’s employment?

Mr. HUANG. The best I can recollect at this time is trying to—
organizing things for Mr. Trie.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Do what? I'm sorry.

Mr. HUANG. Organizing things for Mr. Trie.

Mr. LATOURETTE. What sort of things?

Mr. HUANG. You know, the detail parts. You know, Mr. Trie, he
basically—I don’t know him very well. I have to speculate he was
not really organizing. He is a businessman, run around, did not
pay attention to the detail. He needed somebody to help him on
that. More like a personal assistant.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Like a right-hand man?

Mr. HUANG. That’s right.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I don’t know if we can—I certainly don’t want
to catch the staff by surprise—but I would like to refer you to
something known as 316. And exhibit 316 is a series of $1,000 trav-
elers checks from the Bank of Central Asia in Jakarta.

Mr. Trie, to our knowledge, used 200 of these travelers checks for
a variety of purposes in 1996, including the reimbursement of polit-
ical contributions made by Manlin Foung, Joseph Landon, and
Jack Ho.

I think when I was talking to you in my last 5 minutes, I was
indicating that some of the people that Mr. Trie solicited for the
event that you were in charge of on February 19th were deter-
mined to be illegal, and they have been determined to be conduit
contributions wherein they made the contribution, but then some-
body gave them the money to cover the cost.

Specifically, exhibit 316 represents $1,000 travelers checks that
were used by Mr. Trie to pay back these three individuals for con-
tributions that they made to the February 19th event that you
were in charge of for the Democratic National Committee. And I
would ask you, prior to them, you are now looking at them and
we're looking at them on the screen, are you familiar at all with
these travelers checks?

[Exhibit 316 follows:]
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The New York City branch of Bank Central Asia was able to reproduce
only the front of Visa travelers check 109 3255 610 021 and the back of
109 3255 610 022 due to overlapping during microfilming.
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Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Did you ever discuss the idea of travelers
checks with Charlie Trie relative to this event?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Did you ever discuss the travelers checks with
Antonio Pan?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Do you have any knowledge as to the source
of these particular travelers checks?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. So, specifically, you have no idea as to whether
or not Mr. Trie received these from the Lippo Group or the Riady
family?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Are you able to make out the signature on the
travelers check?

Mr. HUANG. On exhibit 3167

Mr. LATOURETTE. Yes, sir.

Mr. HuANG. I don’t know the signature appearing. There’s a last
name called Ho, H-O.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. And during the time that you were de-
briefed by the Justice Department, did they ever inquire or ask you
about these travelers checks and their connection with the Feb-
ruary 19, 1996, fundraiser?

Mr. HUANG. No. No, sir. No.

Mr. LATOURETTE. At any time during your acquaintance with
Charlie Trie, did you ever discuss with him any travel that he
might have made to Jakarta?

Mr. HUANG. He had some business contact in Jakarta.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And was that the subject of conversations that
you and he might have had?

Mr. HUANG. Oh, he was talking about business contacts, busi-
nessmen he knew in Indonesia.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Specifically, are you aware of any relationship
between the Trie family and the Riady family?

Mr. HuaNG. No. He had—to the best of my knowledge, he had
no relationship with the Riady family.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank you. And I thank Mr. Burton. I yield
back my few seconds.

Mr. BURTON. Would the gentleman yield to me for one question?

Mr. LATOURETTE. Sure. I would be happy to.

Mr. BURTON. You indicated that Antonio Pan worked for the
Riadys and that the Riadys—there was no connection between the
Riady family and Charlie Trie. So how did Antonio Pan come to
work for Charlie Trie if there was no connection? Who introduced
them to each other? I mean, how did Antonio Pan start working for
Charlie Trie if he didn’t know him and if the only connection Anto-
nio Pan had with Charlie Trie would have been through the
Riadys?

Mr. HUANG. The best I can know, Mr. Chairman, there was an-
other person who used to be Antonio Pan’s boss, happens to be a—
I don’t know if it’s a real brother-in-law to Charlie Trie or not. So
that is how the connection between them to know each other, I be-
lieve.
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Mr. BURTON. Well, that’s quite a coincidence.

Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WaxmAN. I'll pass.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Shays.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Huang, I want to be clear on how you define your terms a
bit just so I make sure that we are both talking the same way here.
And I want to clarify some points.

You pleaded guilty to conspiracy in terms of certain fundraising
activities, and basically you were the conduit for other people’s
money, whether they gave it to you at first and you paid it or
whether you paid it and then they paid you. Bottom line, that was
a major part. And you were also aware of other people who were
doing that as well, and that was part of the conspiracy. Others
were being a conduit for funds; is that correct?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct, sir.

Mr. SHAYS. OK. Now, I’'m not clear as to the amount in which
you pleaded guilty to. How much of this kind of activity—what did
it add up to in dollars?

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. HUANG. Sorry about that, sir.

Mr. SHAYS. I'm not in a rush. We have time. I'd rather just get
an accurate answer.

Mr. HUANG. During the—Congressman, sorry for the delay.

Mr. SHAYS. You don’t need to apologize.

Mr. HUANG. Right. During the plea agreement, let me explain
that the argument—the government argued for—the amount was
$150 some thousand. And in addition to that——

Mr. SHAYS. $150 or——

Mr. HuANG. $150 some thousand, $156,000 to be exact. But in
addition to that, because of the nature of the conduit of the money,
it probably involved another $700,000 or $800,000 all together.

Mr. SHAYS. OK. Now, let me explore the $700,000 to $800,000.
Is this money that you did that you did not have to plead guilty
to? In other words, you were the conduit for $700,000 to $800,000
more, but it wasn’t part of the specific charge?

Mr. HUANG. I need a little time on that.

Mr. BUrTON. Can I interrupt for just 1 second? We understand
that the lawyers’ conversations with their client may be going
across the television airways so you should be—if you want to keep
it confidential between you and your client, I am just telling you
this because you have that privilege.

Mr. SHAYS. And I would also like to say I'm sure the chairman
will give me the time requisite. There is no problem with you tak-
ing as much time as we need to answer these questions. Because
this is not just an hour’s hearings. We have time, and we want to
be thoughtful.

Mr. CoBB. I just want the Congressman to understand there is
a couple of legal issues that make answering this difficult, but I
think we are almost there.

Mr. CoBB. Congressman Shays, if I might.

Mr. BURTON. You have to forgive me, only your client can re-
spond. That is the rules of the committee. But if you want to have
him respond.
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Mr. CoBB. He doesn’t know the answer. That is why I was trying
to be helpful and explain the legal point.

Mr. BURTON. What was the question, Mr. Shays?

Mr. SHAYS. The question is, Mr. Huang is acknowledging that he
has $150,000 that bears directly with conspiracy and laundering
the money. And I asked him is that the full extent of it. And then
I was hearing a number of $700,000 to $800,000, and we need that
defined. I don’t know, if he can’t, if Mr. Huang can’t define it, then
I think we need the lawyer to, with unanimous consent——

Mr. BURTON. Is there a unanimous consent to allow the counsel
to

Mr. WaxXMAN. I have no objection.

Mr. BurToN. OK. Go ahead.

Mr. CoBB. My only purpose is to be responsive, Congressman.
Under the law that governs what a prosecutor can do, a prosecutor
under these circumstances with a cooperating witness, particularly
one that has cooperated this extensively, can only argue at sentenc-
ing for the amount that he could prove independent of the coopera-
tion. So the independent proof was for $156,000. Mr. Huang ad-
vised him of another approximately $800,000. I hope that clarifies
this.

Mr. SHAYS. That clarifies it.

Would you define that other $700,000 to $800,000, what kind of
contributions they were, and were they the same type of contribu-
tions?

Mr. HUANG. Yes. During that period of time, involving all the ex-
ecutives of the Lippo Group.

Mr. SHAYS. So the Lippo Group, various people contributed, and
we can assume that they were paid back, and that wasn’t actually
their money; is that correct?

Mr. HUANG. That is how I would answer the question, although
I did not directly go to verify whether you received the money from
somebody or not.

Mr. SHAYS. It was your sense, and that is why it is responsive,
it was your sense that that was in fact the case, that this ulti-
mately wasn’t their money.

Mr. HUANG. Yes, sir. That’s correct.

Mr. SHAYS. So that is a sizable amount of money. And let me ask
you this before I—just learn a little more about that. Is there any
other money in addition to this—since you have immunity—during
any time from 1990 to the present that you were a conduit for or
knew others were conduits for, that you had some involvement in?

Mr. HUANG. I cannot quite recall at this particular moment, sir.
I don’t think so.

Mr. SHAYS. Do I have a few more minutes?

Mr. BURTON. Because of the legal counseling, if there is no objec-
tion, we will let you have another minute.

Mr. SHAYS. You made it clear to me that—it is not clear to me.
But you said that when you were at the Commerce Department,
you had interactions with—you did not have interactions with the
Riadys; is that correct, you did not?

Mr. HUANG. I should not say that, because sometimes they visit
towns, and as a friend, I just say hello.
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Mr. SHAYS. So is it your testimony under oath that it was purely
and totally personal and it did not relate to any of their business
activities?

Mr. HUANG. That is basically correct, sir.

Mr. SHAYS. But then you said, then you——

Mr. HUANG. I'm sorry.

Mr. SHAYS. But then you said you had business dealings with—
business associates of the Riadys, partners of the Riadys, is that
correct, while you were at Commerce? You mentioned—excuse me,
while you were at the DNC. You didn’t say that, but let me ask
you this: While you were at Commerce, you—your only dealings—
it is your testimony under oath your only dealings with the Riadys
was personal in nature and did not involve any business activities.
You did not try to help them financially, you did not try to help
them in their business dealings while you worked at Commerce; is
that your testimony?

Mr. HUANG. The only exception, Mr. Shays, was I introduced Mr.
Joe Gerard to my senior in the Commerce Department, David
Rothcopf, basically just introduced him, that’s all, in the early—
probably around August 1994 when I just joined the Commerce De-
partment.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you, Mr. Burton. I will continue when my
time is returned. Thank you.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WAXMAN. Il pass.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Souder.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I would like unanimous consent to
put into the record—Mr. Waxman had referred to comments by
William Safire. I think it is only fair that the full article be in-
serted into the record and also a Washington Post article on the
Hubbell meetings.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection, so ordered.

[The information referred to follows:]
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The Riadys, Hubbell and Huang
WILLIAM SAFIRE
1299, The New York Times

WASHINGTON ~ Two men who admitted corrupting our politics during
the Clinton years have copped their guilty pleas and are cheerfully
walking free - without having to implicate any higher-ups.

In Webster Hubbell's case, the crony and serial felon the Clintons
- wointed to run their Justice Department in 1993 triumphed over the
1 dependent counsel because Ken Starr was sure he could not get a
jury to convict Hubbell, and he wants to close up shop as fast as he
can.

30 we will never know if the $100,000 that the Riady family paid
Hubball was, in Thomas Jefferson's phrase, "hush money" - to keep him
from telling prosecutors about the part played by his Rose Law Firm
"hbilling partner,® Hillary Clinton, in his sham deal.

Ironically, Starr threw in the towel just as Jane Sherburne,
former deputy White House counsel in charge of delaying
investigations, unburdened herself about her Hubbell worries to Bob
Woodward in his new book, Shadow.

“If Clinton had ... said something to encourage paying Hubbell,”
writes Woodward, "he could be persorally involved in some kind of
obstruction of justice. ... Sherburne called (the president's

personal attorney, David) Kendall. Could he ask the president
wiether he knew about any payment to Hubbell from Riady's Lippo
Group? Did Clinton instruct anybody to help Hubbell?

"Kendall said he would ask ... He got back in touch with

Sherburne later. 'I've checked it out,' he said convincingly. 'It's
r % a problem.™'

Copr. © West 1998 No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works
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;;}ut then Clinton told a news conference, "I didn't personally know
anything about it until I read about it in the press."

*She called Rendall to remind him,” writes Woodward, ™ ... she had
asked Kendall to check it out. Kendall said he recalled.” She asks:
" 'but how could that be true given the conversation we had?’
Kendall reacted angrily, suggesting that there was some disconnect

.. Sherburne thought that Kendall was one more person who didn't
tell her the full story."

And so, with no White House tapes and with Hubbell's zipped lip,
Starr was unable to unsarth the full story. But what could John
Huang, the Riady employee placed in the Commerce Department and later
as DNC fund-raiser, tell us about the Clinton-Hubbell-Riady hush-
money connection?

That's where the second walk comes in. Despite the strong
protests of FBI Director Louis Freeh and prosecutor Charles La Bella,
Attorney General Janet Reno has kept tight political control over the
carefully botched Chinagate investigation.

This month, Eeno Justice announced that John Huang, who raised
millions in Asian money for Clinton that had to be returned, will
r ad guilty to raising just $7,500 illegally. His recommended
seatence: a year's probation and a small Eine.

In return for this slap on the wrist, will he reveal what he knows
about the Hubbell money; or what transpired in the Sept. 13, 1995,
Oval Office meeting with Clinton and Riady, or why he got regular CIA
briefings and called former Lippo associates? Don't hold your
breath.

Justice's walk-don't-talk prosecutors have interviewed him
extensively, they tell the court, but we will never see those
transcripts.

But what about Congress? Up to now, Huang has taken the Fifth to
avoid testifying, but surely now that he has admitted guilt of a
campaign finance crime, he can be called to testify. His sentencing
is scheduled for Aug. 2 in Los Angeles before Federal Judge Richard
Paez; could not his sentence depend on his willingness to tell the
whole truth to Congress?

Not so fast. Reno, working with Democrats, has a way to prevent
that. Huang insists. on immunity from further prosecution, which
Chairman Dan Burton of House government Reform is prepared to give.

ut Justice, which has already said there is no espionage element

Copr. © West 1992 Wo Claim to Orig. U.S. Covi. Works
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tw Huang's case, now says it prefers he not get immunity to testify.
Excuse: the old, contemptuous "ongoing investigations" dodge. And
Democrats on the committee can use that to block a grant to Huang,
thereby keeping the 1id on him and protecting Clinton and Al Gore
from embarrassment.

The Riadys' Hubbell and Huang, together again. Both walk; neither
talks; and a five-year cover-up succeeds.

William Safire's column appears Wednesday and Saturday.
~--— INDEX REFERENCES =-~--
NEWS SUBJECT: Editorials & Op-Ed Section (EDT)
EDITION: METROPOLITAN
Word Count: 6380
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Copr. © West 1999 No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works



211

“Washingtonpost.com: Hubbell Meetings With Riady Draw Probers' http://swww.washi com/wp-s...ecial pfin/stories/cf032397 htm

See and hear it all-firsthand 30
WO aEE

washingtonpost.c@m 1 home page | sita Index | search | help 1

Go toC aign i;nnce
Report Hubbell Meetings With Riady Draw
Probers’ Scrutiny

Go to Today's Top News By Susan Schmidt
Washington Post Staff Writer

Go to National Section Sunday, March 23 1997; Page A01
Go to Home Page Three months after he left his Justice Department job in

disgrace in 1994, Webster L. Hubbell scheduled a 7 a.m.
breakfast meeting in Washington with an old friend just in
from Indonesia, James Riady. A few hours after breakfast,
Riady was at the White House, but not for long; Hubbell
had his friend penciled in for a midday luncheon meeting
at the elegant Hay-Adams hotel.

‘What Hubbell and Riady talked about, and what transpired
in a flurry of meetings Riady had at the White House every
day that week, are now at the heart of a mystery
investigators are trying to unravel.

Hubbell's breakfast and lunch with Riady, the head of the
Lippo Group, a multibillion-dollar Indonesia-based
conglomerate, occurred on June 23, 1994. That same
month, according to knowledgeable sources, a Lippo
subsidiary paid Hubbell $100,000. Little work, if any, was
expected from Hubbell in return for the money, according
to a source familiar with some of Lippo's activities.
Investigators want to know whether the payment was
intended purely to buy his silence.

The meetings and the money are just part of the mystery
surrounding Hubbell and Lippo.

John Huang, the former Commerce Department official
and Democratic National Committee fund-raiser now at
the center of a Justice Department inquiry into
questionable campaign activities during last year's
presidential contest, helped facilitate the $100,000 Lippo
payment to Hubbell, according to the source with
knowledge of the company's activities here.

Huang's attorneys say their client did nothing improper.

Huang attended several of the White House meetings with
Riady that June, including the June 23 White House
session that Riady sandwiched in between breakfast and
funch with Hubbell. Two days before that, Riady met with
President Clinton, administration officials said. That was

lof6 12/15/1999 12:24 PM
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just one of 25 visits Riady has made to the White House
since Clinton was elected, records show.

Clinton spokesman Lanny JI. Davis said he did not know
who Riady saw at the White House each time he visited,
but on June 23 he was in the company of Huang and Mark
Grobmyer, a Little Rock lawyer who has tried to put
together several international trade deals, including some
with Lippo. Davis could not confirm the reason for the
‘White House visits by Riady and Grobmyer, but he said
they appeared to be connected to a briefing on a think tank
that studies the presidency.

Investigators in Congress, in the office of Whitewater
independent counsel Kenneth W. Starr and on the Justice
Department task force created to examine questionable
fund-raising practices in the 1996 election campaigns are
all trying to learn more about the payment to Hubbell from
Lippo. The Justice Department task force is focusing
specifically on whether China tried to influence U.S.
elections through Lippo and other companies.

Prosecutors are using grand juries here and in Little Rock
to examine the Lippo payment to Hubbell. They are also
scrutinizing about a dozen other payments he received
after leaving the Justice Department. The payments, which
exceeded $500,000, dwarfed Hubbell's $123,000 Justice
Department salary. They were also made at a time when he
was under intense pressure to provide information about
the Clintons to Start's investigators.

Hubbell was forced to step down from his job as associate
attorney general in April 1994 after his former colleagues
at Little Rock's Rose Law Firm, where he was a partner
with Hillary Rodham Clinton, accused him of stealing
from his clients and the firm. In December 1994, Hubbell
agreed to plead guilty to mail and tax fraud and pledged to
cooperate in the Whitewater inquiry, cooperation
prosecutors felt he never provided.

Last month, Hubbell completed an 18-month jail term, but
Starr now wants to know more about the money Hubbell
was paid before he entered the guilty pleas.

A key question, sources said, is whether Hubbell fully
reported his income for that year to the Internal Revenue
Service and disclosed it accurately to the court at his
sentencing. What Hubbell told court officials then about
his financial status is not publicly known. But the judge
who sentenced Hubbell ordered that he make only
$135,000 in restitution to the Rose Law Firm, far less than
the $484,000 he acknowledged stealing.

Despite his widely publicized legal troubles in the summer
and fall of 1994, Hubbell had no trouble signing up clients
back then.

Besides the $100,000 he got from Lippo, Hubbell also

pfin/stories/cf032397 htm

12/15/1999 12:24 PM



213

Washingtonpost.com: Hubbell Meetings With Riady Draw Probers' http://www.washi post.com/wp-s...ecial/campfin/stories/cf032397 htm

30f6

received a portion of a book advance of undetermined size
from HarperCollins around the time he went to jail.

He had other sources of income, as well,

Among those who have worked to help Hubbell financially
were the lobbyist for Arkansas-based Tyson Foods Inc.;
billionaire Democratic fund-raiser Ronald O. Perelman;
Clinton friend and prominent Washington lobbyist
Michael Berman; James C. Wood Jr., who would later
become U.S. envoy to Taiwan before resigning this year
amid allegations he pressed Taiwanese businessmen to
contribute to Clinton's reelection campaign; then-U.S.
Trade Representative Mickey Kantor, and a host of other
wealthy friends and supporters.

‘While he appears to have been kept at arm's length by the
‘White House after he left the Justice Department, his
appointment logs and other documents for that period
show he maintained close ties to the executive mansion.
Entries from Hubbell's appointment book, for example,
indicate that he played golf on one occasion with Clinton
and on another with Vernon E. Jordan Jr., a friend and
informal adviser of the president's, that he went twice to
Camp David, and that he had many meetings and lunches
with White House officials.

Hubbell is a likable bear of a man with a large circle of
friends. Some of those who hired him or contributed to
funds established to help pay his legal bills and put his
children through school say they were motivated by
nothing more than friendship and concern, Hubbell and his
%awyers have refused to comment on the payments made to
him.

Hubbell's ties to John Huang and James Riady date to his
days at the Rose Law Firm. Rose represented Worthen
Bank, owned in part by the Riady family, Huang and
Riady, who served as Worthen's president for a time, lived
in Little Rock during the 1980s, and there they got to know
the Clintons.

Some of those who tried to help Hubbell in 1994 had direct
or indirect ties to Lippo.

Kantor, the former U.8, trade representative who recently
resigned as Clinton's secretary of commerce, saw Hubbell
on at least four occasions in the summer of 1994, for
example. Kantor's old law firm, Manatt, Phelps & Phillips,
represents Lippobank in the United States. Kantox's former
partner at the firm, White [ouse aide for
intergovernmental affairs John Emerson, met with Hubbell
at least nine times while Hubbell was under investigation,
records show. Emerson could not be reached for comment
on his meetings with Hubbell.

Kantor has denied he was involved in arranging consulting
work for Hubbell, but he said he contributed to an

12/15/1999 12:24PM
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education fund for Hubbell's children and asked Texas
businessman and Democratic Party contributor Bernard
Rapoport to donate as well. Rapoport said he did so and
also put Hubbell on his payroll for $3,000 a month for six
months. Rapoport said he made the arrangement with
Hubbell at the request of another major Democratic
fund-raiser. Texas oilman and former DNC finance chief
Truman Arnold has said he also hired Hubbell for an
undisclosed amount.

Clinton has denied knowing anything about the Lippo
payment to Hubbell. Earlier this month, Davis, the special
White House counsel, said Clinton "never asked or
suggested that anyone hire Webb Hubbell." But he added
that Clinton thinks that "at some point he may have heard
Bernard Rapoport or Truman Arnold, or both, who are old
friends of the president . . . hired or intended to hire Mr.
Hubbell."

Others who hired Hubbell were major supporters of the
president.

Perelman's company, MacAndrews & Forbes Holdings
Inc., confirmed that it hired Hubbell in April 1994 and
employed him until December of that year. A spokesman
for the company declined say how much Hubbell was paid
or what he was hired to do. Like officials at several firms
that hired Hubbell, MacAndrews & Forbes spokesman Jim
Conroy said he was not authorized to say any more about
Hubbell's employment, including who arranged for it or
how it came about.

Perelman and his wife, Patricia Duff, have been major
fund-raisers for Clinton in New York, and have
contributed more than $750,000 to the Democratic Party
since 1993.

Some of those who arranged for contributions or contract
work for Hubbell have refused to talk about their
involvement. Others have acknowledged that they were
approached by friends of the Clintons who were concerned
about their old friend from Little Rock. Time-Warner said
it hired Hubbell to work on an antitrust issue at a fee of
$5,000 a month in late 1994. Lobbyist Michael Berman, a
close friend of Hillary Clinton, helped arranged the
Hubbell deal with Time-Warner, which lasted several
months. Berman has said he was acting on his own. He
also gave $5,000 to a fund set up to help defray the cost of
sending Hubbell's children through school.

Another lobbyist, Jack L. Williams, represents two more
entities that hired Hubbell, the Pacific Telesis Group
(Pac-Tel), a telecommunications concern, and the
Mid-America Dairymen's Association. Officials at the
dairy association did not return phone calls, but a source
close to Pac-Tel confirmed that Williams had a role in
getting Hubbell work with that firm.

40f6 12/15/1999 12:24 PM
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‘Williams has represenied a handful of big Arkansas firms
in Washington, including Tyson Foods, where Clinton
friend Jim Blair has served as legal counsel. Tyson
spokesman Archie Schaffer said the company knows
nothing about payments to Hubbell and did not make any.

Williams was convicted last week of making false
statements in the federal probe of alleged favors by Tyson
to former agriculture secretary Mike Espy. His lawyer
declined to comment on the Hubbell payments.

Pac-Tel hired Hubbell in July 1994 to advise the company
about a dispute between the Justice Department and the
Federal C ications Cc ission that affected
Pac-Tel's efforts to get into the long distance telephone
marke:, Unbeknownst to Pac-Tel, a source close to the
company said, Hubbell also went to work for Sprint, a
company that wanted to get into local telephone markets
and had interests counter to those of Pac-Tel.

Sprint officials have declined to comment on how they
came {0 hire Hubbell, what he was employed to do or bow
much they paid him. They issued a stafernent saying only
that they hired Hubbell in late 1994 and terminated his
services when Hubbell entered his guilty plea in Decerber
of that year.

Among the other payments Hubbel} received while he was
under investigation:

The Los Angeles Airport Commission hired Hubbell in
late summer 1994 io help ensure the U.8. Department of
Transportation did not stop the city from making use of
$58 million in airport funds. It paid Hubbell $24,750. A
year ago, amid questions about the arrangement, former
DOT mspector geperal Mary Schiavo found that Hubbell
did not solicit the job and appeared to have done liftle
work. She found Hubbell's lobbying consisted largely of
one or two five-minute phone calls to the DOT general
counsel. Hubbell was recommended to airport officials by
the husband of then-Deputy Mayor Mary Leslie, a Hubbell
friend and one-time Clinton administration appointee at the
Srall Business Administration under Erskine B. Bowles.

White House spokesman Michael McCurry has said
Bowles does not recall knowing anything about Hubbell's
work for the airport commission. Leslie did not return
phone calls seeking comment.

The airport funding issue came to the attention of the
White [Touse, Schiavo found, landing at several points on
the desk of senior aide and longtime Hubbell friend Bruce
Lindsey. In response to questions posed by a congressional
panel last year, Lindsey said he was unaware of Hubbell's
role with the airport commission. Hubbell told Schiavo's
office he never discussed the airport issue with Lindsey,
but he said he did discuss it with his friend John Emerson,
a White House official who worked on the issue with

Sofé 12/15/1999 12:24 PM
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Lindsey.

The Consumer Support and Education Fund, a private
foundation in California, paid Hubbell $45,000 to write a
treatise on public officials who are tyrannized by a
scandal-driven press. Lawyer John Phillips, who said he
met Hubbell through Emerson and quickly became a
friend, recommended commissioning Hubbell for the
report. Hubbell did not write it. Phillips said he repaid the
grant out of his own pocket.

SunAmerica Inc., a Los Angeles-based insurance company
owned by big Democratic giver Eli Broad, hired Hubbell
to generate public interest in a national policy to encourage
saving for retirement. SunAmerica declined to disclose
what it paid Hubbell. The Arkansan worked for the
company in the 1980s on a case in which he had gotten to
know another SunAmerica lawyer: Mickey Kantor.

Friends in Little Rock established three funds to help pay
legal bills, education costs and living expenses for
Hubbell's family while he was in prison.

Publisher HarperCollins agreed to pay Hubbell slightly
more than $100,000 for his memoirs around the time he
was going to prison, in August 1995, a publishing source
said. Standard publishing practice is for authors to receive
a third to a half of the advance on signing the contract.
Because Hubbell failed to complete the book in time to be
published before the 1996 election, HarperCollins canceled
it.

Staff writer Paul Blustein and special correspondent Anne
Farris contributed to this report.

© Copyright 1997 The Washington Post Company

Back to the top

washingtonpost.cem
| home page { 2its Index | seacch | help !

12/15/1999 12:24 PM



217

Mr. SOUDER. I wanted to come back to my Hubbell questioning
again. A couple of things to clarify. My last question to you was,
did the Justice Department ask you about visits to the White
House by you and James Riady during the week of June 21st to
25th? You and Mr. Riady, according to records, visited the White
House six times. And your answer to me was that the Justice De-
partment had asked you questions.

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. SOUDER. What did you tell them about the visits? The reason
I ask you that is that the 302s that we have show no questions
from the Justice Department. It could be redacted materials, and
that is why I would like to know what they were asking you about.

Mr. HUANG. If I can recall correctly, the question was relating to
my—the activities when I was—we were in Washington, DC, dur-
ing that week. I might have it confused that that was the inde-
pendent counsel’s office.

Mr. SOUDER. OK. So let me then ask the question a different
way. In any of those six visits to the White House that week, in
response to a question from Mr. Waxman, you said Mr. Riady had
a multiplicity of interests. Did he talk about any of those multiplic-
ity of interests in any of those visits to the White House when you
were present?

Mr. HUANG. Not that I know of, sir.

Mr. SOUDER. So you went to the White House six times, mainly
for social and pictures and so on; or were there any policy discus-
sions?

Mr. HUANG. Sorry for the delay, Mr. Souder. The activities over
the years are not always five to six times to see the President. Also
there was some activity meeting with some of the acquaintances,
you know, the other people. Some of the meetings, I did not even
attend myself.

Mr. SOUDER. OK. I'll have further questions about that probably
into tomorrow morning. The problem with this is we are having to
do deposition-type things. Many of these questions may not yield
much information because we didn’t get any pre-screening, so I am
doing the best I can to get to some points, but I have some
followups with that.

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Souder, before you followup with that, I can tell
you there is one event he did meet with the President, which is on
the radio address on Saturday I believe on that week.

Mr. SOUDER. And in the—I'm going to followup. I want to come
back to June, to early June. I mentioned about you going to Little
Rock around—with Mr. Riady earlier than that. If we could put
this—we have redacted the numbers and so on. But your American
Express, I believe it is, or it is a credit card, I don’t know what it
is, shows that you rented a car and were in Little Rock the 19th
through the 21st. But you don’t remember anything about that
visit being in Little Rock? It does not show——

Mr. COBB. Is there an exhibit number?

Mr. SOUDER. No, this was not an exhibit. What happened, I had
a question that asked about you being in Little Rock. Then I asked
staff, why would you have thought he was in Little Rock? And so
they said, well, from the expense records—which was not an ex-
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hibit. I was just trying to establish whether you remember being
in Little Rock that time.
Mr. CoBB. We can’t see it from the monitors.
Mr. BURTON. Can we make a copy and give it to Mr. Huang?
[The information referred to follows:]
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Mr. HUANG. Can you give me a time, and maybe I can try to help
out.

Mr. SOUDER. The car rental shows 19th through the 21st. And
Mr. Riady is coming—you head back to Washington the same time
Mr. Riady does. That also shows plane tickets from Mr. Riady com-
ing in from New Orleans. And since you and he arrived at the
same time in Washington, the question is, since you got a rental
car, were you together in that period?

Mr. HUANG. No. He came from different direction. I don’t think
he was in Little Rock. This expense report—no, this American Ex-
press charges is my name. Definitely I was in Little Rock. But I
didn’t believe Mr. Riady was in Little Rock at that time.

Mr. SOUDER. When you were in Little Rock at that time? Did you
do anything at that point with Webb Hubbell’s funds?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t remember exactly what I do, but I do remem-
ber I did not meet with Mr. Webb Hubbell. In Little Rock I'm talk-
ing about.

Mr. SOUDER. And you don’t recall being with Mr. Riady until you
got to Washington?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct, sir.

Mr. SOUDER. OK. In the period in Washington, in exhibit 97, if
exhibit 97 could go up on the screen, it says that John Huang
called at 9:10, wants to arrange a meeting with you tomorrow with
Mark Middleton. Why did you call him for a meeting?

[Exhibit 97 follows:]
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Mr. HUANG. Oh, Mark Middleton was an acquaintance of myself
and also with Mr. Riady. His age group is closer to ours and also
his position is a little junior, so we normally work with him. We
go to see him also first.

Mr. BURTON. See him about what, just do a social call? Or I
mean, presumably Mr. Riady wants to come in and wants to talk
about business, too. I mean was it about Webb Hubbell, was it
about other interests of Mr. Riady?

Mr. HUANG. No, for Mr. Riady’s discussion, I do not know. I do
remember there was a luncheon in the White House that Mr. Riady
had with Mark Middleton which I did not have privilege to attend.
I was sitting in the reception room waiting for them.

Mr. SOUDER. Do you know where you were when you called Mark
Middleton that day?

Mr. HUANG. I would assume it was probably in the hotel, in Hay
Adams probably.

Mr. SOUDER. The reason I wonder is, your rental car is in Little
Rock that day you called Mark Middleton. And the reason, when
you try to put this together—and what is confusing, and we don’t
know and that is why I'm asking you the questions—but it appears
you’re in Little Rock, you call for a meeting with Mark Middleton,
you are not with Mr. Riady, so you must be doing some sort of
scheduling for Mr. Riady. And the logical question is, since you’re
in Little Rock, does this have anything to do with Mr. Hubbell? Be-
cause you just had a meeting with Mr. Hubbell. You are trying to
set up meetings with Mr. Hubbell. It is a time you are talking to
Mr. Riady about the money with Mr. Hubbell. So we are trying to
establish here what points of contact were made. And could this
have been partly as part of the effort to find out what Mr. Hubbell
needs?

Mr. HuANG. That—to answer that question, it is not. At this mo-
ment, I could not really trace my memory what I was doing in Lit-
tle Rock during that period of time. I was trying to arrange the
various schedule for Mr. Riady when he comes to town during that
week. Maybe one of the meetings was for Mr. Riady to meet with
Mark Middleton and along with the others.

Mr. SOUDER. What other reason would you have to be in Little
Rock at that time?

Mr. HUANG. I cannot.

Mr. SOUDER. Did you go to Little Rock very often?

Mr. HUANG. Occasionally, I do. I do.

Mr. SOUDER. Did you have business interests there?
hMr. HuANG. I did not personally have any business interests over
there.

Mr. SOUDER. Relatives?

Mr. HUANG. No, no.

Mr. SOUDER. I mean, not to say anything negative about Little
Rock, but it is not a place that you probably went to vacation.

Mr. HUANG. It was not a vacation.

Mr. SOUDER. Arkansas is, but not Little Rock. It seems like an
odd place and odd time to suddenly pop in there in between the
meetings. Mr. Riady is in Washington the 13th, he’s in Washington
the 21st. You don’t have business interests, you don’t have rel-
atives, and all of a sudden you're going into Little Rock.
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Mr. HUANG. You know, I have to speculate. I don’t know at this
moment. Whether I was seeing Doug Buford or whoever, Joe Giroir
at that time, I don’t know.

Mr. SOUDER. Of course if it was Doug Buford, he had called you
about that money. I know youre speculating. If you can think
about that a little bit tonight.

er. HuANG. Sure. Let me spend some efforts in doing that, sir,
please.

Mr. SOUDER. I yield back.

Mr. BURTON. We're about to wrap up because I said we would
be out of here at 6 o’clock. Mr. Waxman has passed on his round,
and so I will be the last questioner and then we will start off to-
morrow morning at 10 o’clock. We will try to do it as sharply as
possible.

Let me ask just a few questions here, Mr. Huang.

Mr. HUANG. Yes, sir.

Mr. BurTON. Exhibit 25, if you can look at that real quickly, it
is a memo of October 20, 1993, from Mary Leslie to Mark Middle-
ton, and it is regarding early California business support for Presi-
dent Clinton. And the memo says, “Lippo gave one of the most sig-
nificant single contributions throughout the campaign.”

Do you know what Ms. Leslie was talking about?

[Exhibit 25 follows:]
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FROM: ABCDEFGHI JKLMNOPBRSTUMUX  TO: 4562983 OCT 28, 1993  1:02PM
To: Mark Middleton /
From: Mary Leslie

Date: 10/20/93 .
Re: Barly Califomia Business Support for Clinton. (Aug. 91- April 92)

ooy Laura Hartigan, DNC Finance Director

Per my conversation with Matt Gorman (10/15/93), the following is a recap and list of business
supporters of Clinton’s during my tenure as finance director: About $300,00 was raised in CA
prior to January of 1992. The Majority of this money was raised by Clinton’s good friends
Mickey Kantor, Linda Bloodworth-Thomason, Harry Thomason and Dawn Steel. The majority
of the $3.5M raised in the primary was done between Jan-June of 1992. The toughest
fundraising was between Jan-April (pre NY primary). The major events in Jan. were; the Roger
Johnson and Katheryn Thompson Orange County lunch, the Bloodworth-Thomason's collected
& large sum as well, and Lisa and Bric Eisner gave their home for a reception in Feb,; the
Beverly Wilshire Dinner was co-chaired by David Mixner, Pierce O’Donnell Jim Clark, Richard
Katz ete; in March, Hitary Clinton events included Dawn Steel's lunch at the Regency Club,
Larry/ Shelia Lawrence reception in San Diego and Dick and Cissie Swig and Supervisor
Achtenberg’s SF Reception; the Swigs and Achtenberg did another fundraiser for Bill Clinton
in April. Peter Guber collected 100k as wejl before the NY primary in April. Note: The
following analysis was reviewed by Jerry Stem.

After the NY primary Ted Field/Bob Burkeit held the biggest primary event (May 92).
Ron Burkle, Georgia Frontiere, John Cooke, Merv Adelson, Stan Hirsch, Clarence Avant, John
Garamendi; and the trial lawyers (Brown, Greene) all came on board,

Major carly contributors pre NY primary:

1, Dawn Stee] and Chuck Roven- (0) Hosted a successful Dec. 91 reception at
their home, Dawn co-chaired the First Lady's Junch in March and the Beverly Wilshire Dinner
for Clinton in Febmary Mike Medevoy was the person who introduced Dawn Steel to Clinton,
however he did not raise any primary money.

2, Bric & Lisa Fisner- JEIMENENEE Hosted 92 Event at their home for Clinton and
participated actively throughout the primary. "

3. David Mizner SJJBIIIIR W as an early and critical supporter, he was 2 co-chair at Dawn
Steel’s event in December and was the largest contributor to the Beverly Wilshire Dinner in Feb,
He hosted his own event at the Palace in Hollywood in May. * He brought on board several key
contributors.

Bob Sertner SN Note: Largest single gay donor.
Dr. Scott Hitt & Alex Kolezar JNNSSIR They were very active in the Dec. Dawn Steel

event, The Eisner event, the Beverly Wilshire event, and in organizing the Palace event in May.
EXHIBIT

25

PENGAD-Bayonne, N, J,

F.aR

EOP 043263
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FROM:ABCDEFGH I JKLMNOPGRSTLAMX 10! 4562983 0T 28, 1993 1:@2PM P.g3

Cont.

4. Jerry and Linda Stern-SUSSMINIIIIRR j<:ry was Clinton's Finance Chair from Dec 91-Nov
92. Jerry was critical to Clinton's ability 1o raise money in the primary, he used his personal
business contacts to raise the early money at Bric Eisner's home and the Beverly Wilshire
Dinrer, Be ran the finance operation from his office and brought tremendous credibifity early

on when the campaign had little,

5. Hary Thomgson and Linda Bloodworth-Thomason Sl E=rly supporters of the
Clinton's. They gave generously and raised money at major events.

6. Roger Johnson and Katheryn Thempson- Johnson now at GSA/DC, (Thompson) YNNI
SR They gave critical Republican support early and hosted & luncheon in Jan in Orange
County that became a national media event.

7. Larry and Shelia Lawrence-
Early supporters, hosted a huncheon for the first lady in March of 91 and gave generously early.

8.Richard and Cissie Swig WS Very early supporters in San Francisoo, hosted 8
reception for the First Lady in March and a fundraiser for Clinton in April 92, The Swigs
support was critical early because they representsd the San Francisco Democratic establishment
when Feinsteln, Pelosi, Boxer elc.. had their own races or were waiting for Cuomo’s decision.

9, Assemblyman Richard Katz- Very strong end early supporter, Hosted one
of the most important opinion Jeaders events that led to fundraising for the Fist Lady in March
92. He co-chaired the Beverly Wilshire Dinner in Feb. and a lunch for the First Lady in March.

10, Roberia Achienberg- now at HUD in Wash DC- Co-chaired an event in March with the
First Lady and an event for. Clinton in April with the Swigs

¥
11. Peter Guber 4MSMNMN Raised 100k in April before the NY Primary afier meeting
Clinton at the Beverly Wilshire Dinner,

12. Kim and Bill Wardiaw Sl 1:i!1 Wardlaw was Clinton’s-Campiagn Chair and
came on early Dec 51, Both Bill and Kim raised money early and effectively, they were co-

chairs and deliverad on their commitment at every event,

13, Jack and Kaye Theimer SUmiiiR vere early and consistent supporters. They co-chaired
the Beverly Wilshire event in Feb. hosted their own event for the First Lady in Summer of 92

EOP 043264
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FROM: ABCDEFGHT JKLMNOPGRSTUULX  TO: 4562983 5CT 28, 13933 1:@3°m F.ed
Cont.
14; John Huarig § LippoBank group was an. early supporter at the Beverl}r Wﬂs}urc
u .

event in Reb 92 and hosted a-business and press’évent in April-that led 10,
The Lippo group gave one of the most significant single contributions throughout he campaxgn

15, Pierce O’Donnell and Jim and P.J. Clack 2SN (O’ Donnell) SN (Clark)
/Of the Georgetown crowd theses three were the most significant early supporters at the Beverly
Wilshire event in Feb 92, They co-chaired and delivered on their commitment,

16. Gunnar and Barbara Erickson ek Gunnar is an entertainment lawyer who got &
lot of his clients involved early, He made a significant contribution at the Beverly Wﬂshu‘e event

in Feb and co-chaired the first Lady’s lunch in March.

17. Raj Anand SN Was 2 consistent and early supporter bringing Asian and Indian
support {o the Campaign, He was a co-host at the Beverly Wilshire event.

18. Dar Singh -Was an early supporter of the campaign and hosted an April event
in San Francisco in the Indian Community,

19 Mary Steenburgen Was an early and consistent supporter of all Clinton events early. She was
the only real celebrity who supported early.

20 Diane Lander-Simon

Neil Simmon’s wife ws an early and active supporter. She worked on the Beverly Wilshire
Dinner in Peb 92 and consistently supported all other events.

21 Bruce and Toni Corwin JJMMNEA Gave carly through the Beverly Wilshire Dinner in
Feb. 92.

22. Irz Yellin Was an early and consistent supporter. Co-hosted a room at the Beverly Wilshire
Dinner Feb 92,

23. Michael Kahn- Event with Hillary in March in SF. First event

EOP 043265
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Mr. HUANG. I'm still trying to find exhibit 25, sir.

Mr. BURTON. It’s exhibit No. 25. It’s at the very end of the tabbed
section.

She says Lippo gave one of the most significant contributions
throughout the campaign. Do you know what she’s talking about?
She wrote that memo to Mark Middleton.

Mr. HuaNG. I don’t exactly know what she’s talking about. I can
think because—chairman, you referred me to check with the pre-
vious exhibits, there is a list of the Lippo executives making all the
contributions during 1992, that period of time. Maybe they are
talking about that.

Mr. BURTON. What I am trying to find out is was Ms. Leslie or
Mark Middleton aware that this money was being laundered
through conduits?

Mr. HUANG. They did not know.

Mr. BURTON. They did not know.

Mr. HUANG. They did not know.

Mr. BURTON. You're absolutely certain about that?

Mr. HUANG. I'm absolutely certain.

Mr. BURTON. Let me ask you about your situation. What was
your salary at the LippoBank?

Mr. HuaNG. It was about—during that period of time, on the av-
erage, probably around 120. That is without bonus.

Mr. BurTON. Exhibit No. 4 is a journal entry for Hip Hing Hold-
ings for June 1994. Are these checks to you, which are around
$2,200 twice a month, was that your salary checks from the
LippoBank?

[Exhibit 4 follows:]
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Mr. HUANG. Yes. At that point, with Hip Hing Holdings, that
was my net, after-tax salary at that time. That gross is around
$75,000. As I also reported, I also received a separate income
around $2,500 a month separately. That went into my Hong Kong,
Chinese bank accounts.

Mfl.?BURTON. What was your bonus for 1992 from Lippo? Do you
recall’

Mr. HUANG. The reporting on taxes, I think it was $100,000 at
that time.

Mr. BURTON. You received a $100,000 bonus.

Mr. HUANG. That is including that, you know, reimbursement for
covering the campaign contributions.

Mr. BURTON. So they did give you reimbursement for the cam-
paign contributions?

Mr. HuaNG. Within that $100,000.

Mr. BURTON. So that was the money that you and your wife gave
to the DNC and the DSCC?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. BURTON. Now what was your bonus for 1993, and did that
include also money like that?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. BURTON. OK. Well, then we don’t need to have the exact
amount.

Exhibit No. 5 is a June 27, 1994, letter to Roy Tirtadji, Managing
Director of Lippo Group, to John Huang. Does this accurately state
the amount of your severance package from Lippo?

[Exhibit 5 follows:]
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@D LIPPO GROUP

June 27, 1994

To: -

M. John Huang Exhibit N
) 133

Dear John,

I have received your memo dated June 13, 1954 and learned-of your decision to accept the
wmmmmmmmmmummwmm
Secretary of the U.S. Department of Commerce. While we hate to see you 1o leave us, we
are happy for you concwrrently. '
As you indicated, Lippo Group has rapidly and successiully grown and emerged into 2 -
financial force in the Pacific Rim. What we have achieved i attributed not.
only to the vision and leadership of Dr. Mochtar Riady, Jumes and Stephen Riady, but to -
the collective efforts of all of our colleagues Including yowrself. -+ L

%mﬁmmmm&dw@q&‘uammgmmphym You have played
wimpomntpmandcomr?numdagrgzdedmwardwﬁatwemwday. :
To recognize your contribution, the management of Group has decided to do the
.foﬂowhgtoupressmapyredaﬁcnfaryourmﬁcemaﬂofus: :

1. Severance bonus at U/5$3,750.00 per moath -
(50% of your average monthly salary during your servics

at Lippo Group) for the whole period of your service . ,
‘(total 113.5 months) . L . $425,625.00
2. Unused vacation (two months) $ 17,500.06
3. The Group ci - 1988 Mercedes Benz 560 - ‘ .
~book value approximately at - g $ ;5,000.09
. Total 463, 15.00

We thank you again and wish yau the continued success.
Sincerely,

ROY E. TIRTADJI
Managing Director

EXHIBIT

-
®
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Mr. HUANG. That is correct, sir.

Mr. BUrTON. Exhibit 6 is a Hip Hing Holdings check to you for
$284,798 on July 15th. Is this the severance check you received
from Lippo in July 19947

[Exhibit 6 follows:]
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Mr. HUANG. That is the net amount after the exhibit 5, the fig-
ure you were talking about, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. So you had both of those?

Mr. HUANG. Not both, just one.

Mr. BURTON. Just the one. OK.

Mr. HUANG. Because this is net after taxes.

Mr. BURTON. OK. Exhibit No. 7 is a September 1994 ledger entry
from Hip Hing Holdings. What does that amount listed “tie bonus
to gross” represent?

[Exhibit 7 follows:]
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GENERAL LEDGER

14-NOV-94 : 3
HIP "HING HOLDINGS, LTD ~ (2871) 9:&5:?3 Pase
PERIOD ENDING: $/30/94 1+ .£: 12/54 RANGE: A1 Consolidated
e EENEEEoEESSIENAISTISCIAXNEAICSSIIISEFANETESECISITYESSSSommEsssErEssocoimessscs
ACCT DESCRIPTION ) DATE REFER SRC DR/CR
e mEmESISEEEIIECESSSIAITAANTTSCIISCCSUMGHSSCSCSISUNYISSSSSCSENBISTSSSssserrmsToc
S EXHIBIT
£
% 7
05 BONUS )
JOHN HUANG 7715794 2788 c/b 284,798.74
TIE BONUS TO GROSS 9730794 3 6/3 158,326.26
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GENERAL LEDGER 14-NOV~94 PAGET:

HIP HIKG HOLDINGS, LTD ™, {2871) $:15:19

PERIOD ERDING: 9/30/94 t.E: 12734 RANGE: A1 Consolidated
K EZEEEEASCSEIIEEESASSSCCSSRERTEIICESSTREIFISSRSSSCRCSNESSISNESNNSESESEERSTEIIs
ACCT DESCRIPTION DATE REFER SRC DR/CR
sEsEETEISmTreSAETEE SIS EESEEISECISSSEETESSCCRENCSASTEESCENSESENoEIEITEEETssn:

705 BONUS(CONTINUED)
PRIGR BALANCE 230,000.00
443,125.00 oRr NET CHANGE 443,125.00
BALANCE 673,125.00 **
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Mr. HUANG. I have no idea on that.

Mr. BURTON. Well, this prior balance of $230,000, does that rep-
resent part of the money that you received from Lippo for reim-
bursement for contributions, that $230,000? It says prior balance
of $230,000.

Mr. HUANG. Are you talking about

Mr. BURTON. Is that a prior balance in his account?

Mr. HuANG. Oh, you are talking about the following page right
now.

Mr. BURTON. Yes. It says, prior balance $230,000. Is that a bal-
ance that is left in your account there?

Mr. HuaNG. That is not my account, though. That is a Hip Hing
account, right? Am I correct? From the list here, it is a Hip Hing
Holdings account?

Mr. BURTON. Do you know what the $230,000 was?

Mr. HUANG. It could be related to the bonus for the prior year,
sir.

Mr. BURTON. I see. OK. And the $673,125, what does that rep-
resent?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t know about that, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Did your severance package cover all political con-
tributions by you and your wife for 1994?

Mr. HUANG. It did. It did.

Mr. BURTON. Do all departing employees at Lippo receive a sev-
erance package?

Mr. HuanNG. I would not know what the other people’s
arrangements

Mr. BURTON. You don’t have any idea.

Mr. HUANG. Right.

Mr. BURTON. How much did it cost a year to maintain your two
homes in California?

Mr. HUANG. Quite a lot.

Mr. BURTON. I know. I understand that. But do you have any
idea how much? I'll tell you what. Let’s just stop right there, and
we’ll start tomorrow morning and talk about your income and that
sort of thing.

With that, gentlemen I appreciate your tolerance, and I appre-
ciate your staying awake so long, and we will see you tomorrow
morning at 10 o’clock a.m.
| [The prepared statement of Hon. Helen Chenoweth-Hage fol-
ows:]
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Statement of Congressman Helen Chenoweth-Hage
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight
2157 Rayburn House Office Building
December 15, 1999

Thank you Chairman Burton. I would like to commend the committee for holding
these hearings to address the “Role of John Huang and the Riady Family in Political
Fundraising.”

Mr. Chairman, over the past two years this committee has been investigating the role
of political contributions from foreign nationals and other violations of campaign finance
laws. There seems to have been a disturbing trend towards obfuscation of what really
occurred in the last two years. This hearing will be an important step in resolving that
problem.

Put quite simply, America’s security has been put at risk by a careless White House.

Earlier this year, Mr. Huang was responsive in providing the Federal Bureau of
Investigation with the details surrounding his participation in 1996 election cycle as an
employee of the Lippo Group, the Executive branch, and the Democratic National
Committee. Today, after this committee graciously granted him immunity by a vote of 32-
0, I hope he will be even more forthcoming and responsive to the questions that the
committee may have for him.

One thing is clear. There remain many unanswered questions that Mr. Huang should
be able to answer for us in the next few days. There is still much to be learned about the
Democratic National Committee’s role in the 1996 election cycle and the involvement of
the Lippo group in funding candidates.

It concerns me that the House was forced to wait this long to find out the facts
behind Mr. Huang’s and the Riady family’s involvement in the campaign finance scandals.
However, I am gravely concerned that the Department of Justice has continued to ignore
the legitimate subpoena this Committee issued. We live in a Republic, not an oligarchy.
The Executive branch must respond to the legitimate and Constitutional subpoena issued
by this Committee.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to commend the Committee for its bipartisan vote last
month to immunize Mr. Huang. T am firmly convinced that by allowing the truth to be

revealed, we will be better able to protect our country’s security in the future.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. BURTON. The committee stands in recess.
Mr. HUANG. Thank you.
[Whereupon, at 5:51 p.m., the committee was adjourned.]



THE ROLE OF JOHN HUANG AND THE RIADY
FAMILY IN POLITICAL FUNDRAISING

THURSDAY, DECEMBER 16, 1999

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a.m., in room
2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dan Burton (chairman
of the committee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Burton, Shays, Souder, LaTourette,
Waxman, and Norton.

Staff present: Kevin Binger, staff director; James C. Wilson, chief
counsel; David A. Kass, deputy counsel and parliamentarian; Mark
Corallo, director of communications; Kristi Remington, senior coun-
sel; James J. Schumann and Scott Billingsley, counsels, Kimberly
A. Reed, investigative counsel; Renee Becker, deputy press sec-
retary; Robert Briggs, assistant clerk; Robin Butler, office manager;
Michael Canty and Toni Lightle, staff assistants; Nicole Petrosino,
legislative aide; Leneal Scott, computer systems manager; Lisa
Smith Arafune, chief clerk; Maria Tamburri, assistant to the chief
counsel; Corinne Zaccagnini, systems administrator; Phil Schiliro,
minority staff director; Phil Barnett, minority chief counsel; Ken-
neth Ballen, minority chief investigative counsel; David Sadkin and
Paul Weinberger, minority counsels; Ellen Rayner, minority chief
clerk; Jean Gosa, minority staff assistant; and Andrew Su, minority
research assistant.

Also present: Ty Cobb and Jack Keeney, counsel to Mr. Huang.

Mr. BURTON. Good morning. A quorum being present, the Com-
mittee on Government Reform will come to order.

Mr. Huang, I want to welcome you back, and your counsel. I
want to remind you that you are still under oath and we will re-
sume questioning of Mr. Huang in 5-minute rounds by members of
the committee.

Let me start off by saying that we originally planned to start out
this morning by questioning a witness from the Justice Depart-
ment. The reason was that they had not complied with our sub-
poena. Yesterday, they complied with our subpoena, so I excused
the witness. However, I would like to tell you what we discovered
from the Justice Department, and the reason why they didn’t want
to agree to our subpoena. It is very troubling, and I want to take
time to talk about it.

We asked the Justice Department to provide us with copies of
the FBI’s interview summaries. Over the years, they routinely have
given them to congressional committees. We asked for John

(239)



240

Huang’s summaries. They gave them to us. We asked for Charlie
Trie’s summaries. They gave them to us. They sent us the Johnny
Chung summaries and we didn’t even ask for those.

Then we asked them to send us the interview summaries of the
President and the Vice President. The Justice Department was re-
quired to produce them under our subpoena. That is when the trou-
glei started. We were met with excuse after excuse, delay after

elay.

Suddenly, they came up with a new policy. They weren’t going
to give FBI interview summaries, the 302s, to Congress anymore.
They said we would have to come to the Department and read
them, but we couldn’t have copies.

So I sent my staff over to read the interviews. It became very
clear why they didn’t want us to have those 302s. They interviewed
the President twice, once in 1997 and once in 1998, and I hope you
will understand this, this is very important.

They never asked the President one single question about John
Huang.

T(}iley never asked the President a single question about James
Riady.

. They never asked the President one single question about Char-
ie Trie.

How can that be? What kind of an investigation is this? There
aren’t many people in this town who have been tougher critics of
Janet Reno than I have, but I am even stunned by this.

It doesn’t stop there. They interviewed Vice President Gore three
times.

They didn’t ask him a single question about the Hsi Lai Temple
fundraiser.

They didn’t ask him a single question about John Huang or
Maria Hsia.

What is going on here? How could they not ask the President and
the Vice President about John Huang or James Riady? Did they
forget‘.; Did they think it wasn’t important? Did someone tell them
not to?

I am so disillusioned, I don’t have the words to describe my feel-
ings. We asked the Attorney General time and time again to ap-
point an independent counsel, but she said, “No. I am the Attorney
General; you can trust me. I will conduct a thorough and vigorous
investigation.”

I am going to read you what the Attorney General said when she
testified before our committee in 1997, “In this particular campaign
finance investigation, as in all others entrusted to the Department
of Justice, we are going to follow every lead wherever it goes.”

Well, it is pretty obvious that she has not done that. We have
seen the evidence over and over. Documents were being destroyed
at Charlie Trie’s house. The FBI was watching his house. They
asked for a search warrant. They couldn’t get a search warrant be-
cause Janet Reno said they did not have enough probable cause.

Liu Chao-Ying of China Aerospace wired dJohnny Chung
$300,000. The Justice Department never even bothered to check
her bank records.

Johnny Chung was being harassed and threatened. The FBI even
put him in protective custody while he was testifying. They had it
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all on tape by the man who was doing the threatening and he was
never even indicted.

Charles Intriago was caught red-handed making illegal contribu-
tions to the DNC. The case was gift-wrapped for them, and the
Justice Department let the statute of limitations expire.

It is pretty obvious to me that she is blocking for her boss, the
President. We have said that over and over.

I have written a letter to the Attorney General. I have asked her
to explain why this happened. And I have said in the letter that
if she does not give us a satisfactory answer, we will subpoena her
and have her answer the questions before the American people in
this committee room.

I have written a letter to the Attorney General, as I have said,
and I ask unanimous consent to include my letter in the record at
the conclusion of my remarks.

I also intend to ask unanimous consent to release copies of all
the President’s FBI 302s and the Vice President’s 302s. The FBI
has told us that personal information has been redacted, has been
crossed out. I think the American people deserve to see firsthand
how this investigation is being conducted, and how the Attorney
General is being so partisan.

This is a travesty. I don’t know how the American people can
have any confidence in their government when they find these facts
out, when important people like the President and Vice President
are given a free ride when the Justice Department questions them.
They don’t even ask questions about very important figures con-
nected to the President. It only reinforces my determination that
this committee—this committee, be as thorough as possible.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Dan Burton and the informa-
tion referred to follow:]
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Five-Minute Round
Chairman Dan Burton
Committee on Government Reform
December 16, 1999

I"d like to welcome my colleagues back for day two of our
hearings. I’d also like to welcome back Mr. Huang and his attorneys.

Thank you for being here. I hope you had a good night’s sleep.

We originally planned to start out this morning by questioning a
witness from the Justice Department. The reason was that they hadn’t
complied with our subpoena. Yesterday, they complied with our
subpoena, so I excused the witness. However, what we’ve discovered is

very troubling, and I'm going to take this time to talk about it.

We asked the Justice Department to provide us with copies of the
FBTI’s interview summaries. Over the years, they’ve routinely given

them to Congressional committees:

Page -1-
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®  We asked for the John Huang summaries. They gave them to us.
®  We asked for the Charlie Trie summaries. They gave them to us.
®  They sent us the Johnny Chung summaries and we didn’t even ask

for them.

Then we asked them to send us the interview summaries of the
President and the Vice President. The Justice Department was required
to produce them under our subpoena. That’s when the trouble started.

We were met with excuse after excuse, delay after delay.

Suddenly, they came up with a new policy. They weren’t going to
give FBI interview summaries to Congress anymore. They said we
could come to the Department and read them, but we couldn’t have

copies.

Page -2-
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So I sent my staff over to read the interviews. It became very clear
why they didn’t want us to have them. They interviewed the President
twice -- once in 1997 and once in 1998.

® They never asked the President a single question about John Huang.

® They never asked the President a single question about James Riady.

® They never asked the President a single question about Charlie Trie.

How can that be?

What kind of investigation is this?

There aren’t many people in this town who’ve been tougher critics

of Janet Reno than me. But even I’m stunned by this.

And it doesn’t stop there.

Page -3-



245
They interviewed Vice President Gore three times.
®  They didn’t ask him a single question about the Hsi Lai Temple
fundraiser.
®  They didn’t ask him a single question about John Huang or Maria

Hsia.

What’s going on here?

How could they not ask the President about John Huang or James
Riady?
®  Did they forget?
®  Did they think it wasn’t important?

° Did someone tell them not too?

I’'m so disillusioned, I don’t have the words to describe my

feelings. We asked the Attorney General time and time again to appoint

Page -4-



246
an independent counsel. But she said ‘no.” ‘I’'m the Attorney General.

You can trust me. I’ll conduct a thorough and vigorous investigation.’

I’'m going to read you what she said when she testified here

in 1997:

“In this particular campaign finance investigation, as in all
others entrusted to the Department of Justice, we are going

to follow every lead, wherever it goes.”

Well, it’s pretty obvious that she hasn’t done that. We’ve seen the
evidence over and over:
®  Documents were being destroyed at Charlie Trie’s house. They
wouldn’t let the FBI serve a search warrant.
¢  Liu Chao-Ying of China Aerospace wired Johnny Chung

$300,000. The Justice Department never even bothered to check

Page -5-
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her bank records.
®  Johnny Chung was being harassed and threatened while he was
testifying. They have it all on tape and they never even indicted
the man.
®  Charles Intriago was caught red-handed making illegal
contributions to the DNC. The case was gift-wrapped for them.

They let the statute of limitations expire.

It’s pretty obvious to me that she’s blocking for her boss -- the

President.

I’ve written a letter to the Attorney General. I’ve asked her to
explain why this happened. I ask unanimous consent to include my

letter in the record at the conclusion of my remarks.

I also intend to ask unanimous consent to release copies of all of

Page -6-
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the President’s FBI 302s and the Vice President’s 302s. The FBI has
told us that personal information has been redacted. I think the
American people deserve to see first-hand how this investigation is

being conducted.

This is just a travesty. I don’t know how the American people can

have any confidence in their government. It only reinforces my

determination that this Committee be as thorough as possible.

Page -7-



249

HENRY A WAXAN,

DAN BURTON, INDIANA. L CALIFORNIA,
CHAIRMAN "RANKING MINGRITY MEMBER

BENIANIN A GILIAN, KEW YORK TouLANTOS, caFoRNA
‘CONSTANCE A” MORE ONE HUNDRED SIXTH CONGRESS PROBEAT E. WISE. Ja., WEST VIRGINIA
CORISTOMER SHAyS: CONNECTIEUT AR - OWENS, NEW YORK

T Congress of the United Stateg R e

STEPHEN HORN. CAUFORNIA
JOHN L_ MICA, FLORIDA CAROLYN B. MALONEY. NEV/ YORK
HOMAS M, DAVIS il VIRGINIA . ELEANGH HOUMES NOATON,

10 . MaINTOSH, (DIANA Bousge of Representatives "STRICT OF COLUMBIA
3K E. SOUDER, INDIANA ‘CHAKA FATTA, PENNSYLVANIA

-~ SCARBORGUGH. FLORIDA ELLIAH E. CUMMINGS,

STEVEN C. LATOURETTE, OHIO ‘DENNIS J. KUGINICH, GHIO
MARSHALL "MARK™ SANFORD. SOUTH CAROLINA. COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM ml—‘( MGO,EV%IJJNOIS
BOS BARR, GEORGIA NY K. DAVIS. ILLINOIS

DAN MILLER. FLORIDA 2157 Raveuan House OFRICE BUILDING JOHN £, TIERNEY. MASSACHUSETTS
ASA HUTCHINSON, ARKANSAS MU TS

LEE TERRY. NEBRASKA 3

VDY BIGGERT. ILLINGIS WasHingTon, DC 20515-6143 HAROLD €. FORD, Jn. TENNESSEE
‘GREG WALDEN, OREGON JANICE D. SCHAKOWSKY, ILLINGIS
DOUG OSE. CALIFCANIA 255074

PAGL RYAN, WISCONSIN e oo som

HELEN CHENOWETH HAGE. IDARO ™ (200) 225-6852 'BERNARID SANDERS, VERMONT,
GAVID VITTER. LOUISIANA g

December 16, 1999

The Honorable Janet Reno

Attorney General

U.S. Department of Justice

Tenth and Constitution Avenue, N.W.
‘Washington, DC 20530

Dear General Reno:

I have just completed a review of the FBI summaries of the Justice Department’s
campaign finance interviews of the President and Vice President. As you are aware, for nearly
three years I have expressed concerns about the infusion of foreign money into the American
political system. Therefore, I am at a loss to understand why you would tolerate an investigation
that failed to ask the President a single question about the following subjects: James Riady, John
Huang, Charlie Trie, Mark Middleton, and the Presidential Legal Expense Trust. Indeed, the
complete absence of any guestions about foreign money is extraordinary.

I am also at a loss as to why you would tolerate an investigation that failed to ask the
Vice President a single question about the following subjects: the Hsj Lai Temple, Maria Hsia,
John Huang, and James Riady.

I'have expressed the concern on numerous occasions that you and your Department were
not able to conduct a thorough and impartial investigation of the President and your own political
party. Ihave also suggested that the inherent conflict in your position creates a perception that
justice is not being administered in an impartial fashion. You have appeared before my
Committee and you have respectfully disagreed. Two years ago, almost to the day, you appeared
before my Committee and told me that, in the campaign finance investigation:

“[W]le are going to follow every lead, wherever it goes{.]”

What am I to think, then, of an investigation that has failed to ask key witnesses any questions
about the most tmportant subjects in what has allegedly been one of the largest investigations
ever undertaken by the Department of Justice? Indeed, you have accepted plea bargains and
concluded prosecutions without the slightest concern that potentially important witnesses have
not been approached. Two years ago I said that I thought you would have a hard time being
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vigorous in a case that involves your superior and your political party. Your interviews of the
President and the Vice President simply prove that my fears were real.

Let me give you a specific example. Yesterday, John Huang testified that before the
1992 election, James Riady and the President took a private limousine ride together. Mr. Huang
told us, as he told your own lawyers, that Mr. Riady flew in from Indonesia just for this meeting
and a fundraiser, and that he promised that he would raise one miltion dollars for the President.
Did it ever occur to you that there can be very little confidence in the work product of the Justice
Department if you neglect to ask the President a single question about Mr. Riady and what the
two talked about?

Let me provide another specific example. Years after the initial million doliar promise
and the illegal contributions that followed, a landscape architect named Wiriadinata was
responsible for $450,000 in illegal contributions to benefit the President. After he and his wife
gave the money, he told the President at one of the infamous White House coffees that “James
Riady sent me.” T would have thought that you would express some curiosity about the
President’s reaction. Apparently, you do not think the President should even have been troubled
with questions about any of the illegal foreign money that benefited him.

Yesterday, at a hearing, I showed a tape of the President warmly greeting Mr. Riady just
two months ago in New Zealand. Mr. Riady has thumbed his nose at our justice system, and
your lawyers don’t even want to know what he told the President during the private limousine
ride, or what the President understood the presence of Mr. Riady’s emissary to mean. As you
well know from your extensive involvement as the head of the Justice Department campaign
finance investigation, these two questions are not the only two that should be of interest to your
lawyers. To me, it looks like your failure to ask the President any questions about foreign money
issues is preferential treatment for your boss and for his good friend, Mr. Riady.

The fact that you and your attorneys have found it inappropriate to talk to the President
about any of the foreign money aspects of the campaign finance scandal underscores my original
concern that you are not able to investigate the President. It also raises concerns that you have
not been vigorous in your efforts to investigate those who have already pled guilty to crimes. If
you are not prepared to talk to witnesses, you are failing to gather evidence. If you fail to gather
evidence, then you will never be able to get to the bottom of matters or project confidence that
you have been thorough and fair.

Over three years have passed since the campaign finance scandal erupted. The Director
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the first head of the Campaign Financing Task Force, and
the lead FBI investigator all suggested that you appoint an Independeni Counsel to investigate
the campaign finance scandal. They did not think that the Justice Department was able to
conduct an investigation and maintain the public’s confidence. They also perceived that there
was a fatal conflict of interest inherent in this investigation. When [ asked you two years ago
about your decision to refrain from appointing an Independent Counsel, you still had an
opportunity to ensure that all leads were followed, and that witnesses were not given preferential
treatment. You had the opportunity, but you did not seize it.



251

The Justice Department investigation of the campaign finance scandal has an unfortunate
parallel in the Justice Department investigation of the Waco tragedy. In both cases, you
personally decided that an independent investigation was not called for. In the Waco matter, you
had one of your assistants supervise the investigation back in 1993. In the campaign finance
investigation you fought every attempt to appoint an independent counsel, notwithstanding the
advice of the Director of the FBI and your hand picked task force leader. Now, six years after
the fact, you have had to appoint Senator Danforth to take the first independent look at Waco.
Unfortunately, the damage to the Department regarding your initial failed investigation is severe.
With the discovery that you did not conduct even a minimally thorough campaign finance
investigation, the Justice Department and respect for the law will once again suffer.

I request that you provide a response, in writing, as to why you failed to ask the President
and Vice President a single question about the millions of foreign dollars that were illegally

laundered in order to benefit candidates in the 1992 and 1996 Presidential and Congressional
elections. Irequest that you provide this response by December 31, 1999.

Sincerely,

Dan Burton
Chairman

ce: Hon. Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member
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Mr. BURTON. With that, Mr. Waxman, do you want to take your
5 minutes?

Mr. WaXMAN. Yesterday I pointed out how this committee has
settled into a very familiar pattern: Very strong accusations are
made and then when the facts come in that don’t corroborate those
accusations, rather than acknowledge the situation, the chairman
has come back consistently with more inflammatory remarks de-
scribing how people are not giving him what he wants.

I assume my time is not up, Mr. Chairman.

Yesterday, we spent the whole day with Mr. Huang. Nothing
came out of that testimony to, in any way, come close to substan-
tiate the inflammatory charges that have been made by Chairman
Burton and other Republican leaders over the past year. So what
we are seeing is that phase one, phase two, phase three, phase four
scenario that I described yesterday being played out. If you don’t
have the facts to back up your accusations, you quickly move on
to another inflammatory accusation and hope that people won’t pay
attention to the fact that what you said earlier doesn’t hold up.

The other point I would make is the chairman’s challenging the
integrity of the FBI. These were interviews conducted by FBI
agents, and it is a huge leap to attack Janet Reno, the Attorney
General, for interviews by the FBI.

So I don’t know what else to say about the whole matter except
that it is clear that again the chairman is frustrated by not finding
information that he would like to have, not finding the smoking
gun he believes should be there to substantiate all of the accusa-
tions that he has already made that haven’t held up in light of
facts that have come out over these last 3 years, and particularly
yesterday, with a very long day of grilling Mr. Huang, who was
supposed to be the crucial witness that would show how there was
a conspiracy to bring in contributions from China to influence the
Presidential elections in exchange for selling out the national secu-
rity of this Nation.

I yield back the balance of my time. Let’s go on to the questions
of Mr. Huang.

Mr. BURTON. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. WAXMAN. Yes.

Mr. BURTON. Let me say that I am going to ask unanimous con-
sent that the 302s, which I believe will speak for themselves, be
put in the record and released; and we do not have a quorum here,
so unless the gentleman is prepared to object to the release of these
302s, I will ask unanimous consent.

Mr. WAXMAN. Reserving the right to object, I am not going to ob-
ject to anything going into the record, except I asked yesterday that
the 302s about Congressman Solomon be given to this committee,
and I will only agree to your unanimous consent if we expand it
to put his 302 statements in the record as well.

Mr. BURTON. I think I said yesterday I have no problem with
that, No. 1. And No. 2, Charlie Trie, you also asked that Charlie
Trie’s information be put in the record; and I said once the FBI has
gone through the redaction process, which I think they are entitled
to, we have no problem with that.

So with that, I will agree
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Mr. WaxXMAN. To be clear then, the unanimous consent is to put
into the record all of the 302s, including Congressman Solomon’s
302s, Mr. Trie’s, and the other 302s relating to Mr. Huang.

Mr. BURTON. With the proviso that the FBI has the right to re-
dact.

Mr. WAXMAN. And furthermore, reserving the right to object, has
the FBI made redactions in these 302s so that we are we are not
in any way

Mr. BURTON. Any reference to any personal issues regarding the
President have been redacted by the FBI, right.

Mr. WaxXMAN. So these 302s have redactions that the FBI has
put into place?

Mr. BURTON. Other than Charlie Trie. Charlie Trie’s have not
been redacted, but they are going to be.

Mr. WAXMAN. In other words, you will put them in the record
after the redactions; is that correct?

Mr. BUrTON. That is correct.

Mr. WAXMAN. I withdraw my reservation.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection, the 302s will be put into the
record and released.

Mr. Shays.
[NOTE.—The information referred to is printed at the end of the
hearing.]

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, before my time, if we could just clar-
ify the process. My understanding is that we have a round of 5
minutes. I would like to ask unanimous consent that Members be
given 10 minutes rather than 5, and I would make that request.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection, I think since we have so few
Members here, that might be easier.

Mr. WAXMAN. Reserving the right to object.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WaxmAN. I don’t have extensive questioning because I have
asked Mr. Huang most of what I thought was pertinent to the in-
vestigation yesterday, but the rules do provide 5-minute rounds,
and I think we ought to stick with the rules and not change the
rules.

Mr. SHAYS. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. WAXMAN. If the gentleman from Connecticut is in the middle
of some line of questioning at the end of 5 minutes, I wouldn’t have
an objection at that point, but I don’t want to concede that on the
Republican side, each Member gets 10 minutes and then on the
Democratic side, where I am all alone at this point, we only get—
we have to wait 10, 20, 30, 40, 50 minutes before we get a chance
to correct the record.

So the rules provide for 5-minute rounds, and I am going to stay
with that, but I will be liberal in giving people additional time
when appropriate.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you.

My understanding is as well, Mr. Chairman, that we will have
a set of rounds and if someone passes and they don’t take their
time during that round, we start the next round. They can’t accu-
mulate passes.
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Mr. BURTON. Yes. The 5 minutes is not a cumulative thing. If
you don’t use your 5 minutes during that round, then you have 5
minutes in the next round.

What I would suggest to the Members, since we are going to
have a limited number here, if one Member wants to yield to an-
other, we will try to give you 10 minutes if it is necessary for you
to have a continuation and a constancy in your questions.

Mr. SHAYS. I am prepared to yield to other Members under that
basis.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Shays.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you. Good morning.

Mr. HUANG. Good morning, Mr. Shays.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Huang, it is nice to have you here.

Mr. HUANG. Thank you very much, sir.

Mr. SHAYS. I do want to say to start with that both your attorney
and you need to be careful when you are talking with each other.
I want to say from the outset that I don’t mind waiting, since I
know that we have unlimited rounds, so you shouldn’t feel rushed,
that we want the accurate questions; since your attorney really
isn’t welcome to speak, we want to make sure that you clearly un-
derstand the terms we are using, so you should never be hesitant
to ask him questions.

I also would suggest that you literally turn the mic away from
you because it is a very sensitive mic that picks up conversations
and we don’t want to pick up those conversations.

Mr. HUANG. Thank you very much, sir.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you.

Mr. Huang, I had asked you yesterday—and I am just going to
summarize, even if I use my 5 minutes now for the summary; and
I want to just verify, and then during the course of the day I won’t
have to keep coming back to it—but you started working for the
Lippo Bank entities from 1985 until July 1994, and your answer
was yes to that?

Mr. HUANG. Lippo Group, though. Group entities, yes.

Mr. SHAYS. OK. And that from July 1994 to December 1995, you
worked at the Commerce Department? And we will get into what
you did at the Commerce Department today.

Mr. HUANG. Yes, sir.

Mr. SHAYS. And that from December 1995 to October and No-
vember 1996, you worked at the DNC and your responsibilities pri-
marily, almost solely, were to raise money; is that correct?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct, sir.

Mr. SHAYS. It is my understanding that you pleaded guilty to
conspiracy to defraud. You acknowledge raising approximately
$150,000 illegally. You were the conduit for contributions; you were
aware of other people making contributions that wasn’t really their
money; is that correct?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct, sir.

Mr. SHAYS. While you acknowledged $150,000 of illegal activity,
you also made the Justice Department aware that potentially an-
other $800,000 of laundered money was contributed to whom and
from whom?
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Mr. HUANG. It is actually to Democratic party of various can-
didates, Senatorial candidates or congressional candidates, I be-
lieve.

Mr. SHAYS. So some went to the DNC, some might have gone to
State parties, some might have gone to candidates, a variety of
candidates primarily on the Democratic side of the aisle, or exclu-
sively?

Mr. HUANG. Primarily on the Democratic side, yes.

Mr. SHAYS. Now, those illegal activities took place in 1992, as
well as 1993 and 1994; or were they limited just to 1992?

Mr. HUANG. 1992, 1993, and 1994.

Mr. SHAYS. OK. And they stopped in 1994?

Mr. HUANG. Stopped in 1994, I believe.

Mr. SHAYS. They ended in 1994, all of those illegal activities that
you made reference to, to the Justice Department, that you were
aware of?

Mr. HUANG. Excuse me 1 second.

Mr. SHAYS. Sure. Turn the mic away, please.

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. HUANG. I am sorry for the interruption.

Mr. SHAYS. Please, no apologies during the course this time.

Mr. Huang. OK.

There is one more case I am aware of in 1995, but I have no
knowledge, it did not really verify, it could be on that basis.

Mr. SHAYS. And how much did the 1995 case, how much money
are we talking about in 1995?

Mr. HUANG. Probably $12,000.

Mr. SHAYS. OK. Now, it is my understanding that—I would like
to just have you——

Mr. HUANG. But, however, all the illegal, so-called illegal activity
was basically stopped in 1994.

Mr. SHAYS. OK.

Now, the $800,000 that you make reference to, was that money
that ultimately, it is your understanding, the Riadys covered? In
other words, it was their employees and they basically covered this
money? They were the contributors, ultimately? It was their
money?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, through Lippo, Lippo entities.

Mr. SHAYS. Through their Lippo entities, and their entities being
ultimately employees who worked for the Lippo entities?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct, yes.

Mr. SHAYS. Does that also include the money from business part-
ners of Mr. Riady, the father, James’s father, Hashim Ning? Does
it include the money that he contributed, or is that in addition?

Mr. HuaNG. No, that is not included. I don’t know, any knowl-
edge—I don’t have any knowledge on their part, sir.

Mr. SHAYS. You haven’t even read anything? You have no knowl-
edge, or you have some knowledge?

Mr. HuaNG. No, I don’t have knowledge to say where the money
was coming into that, Hashim Ning on that.

Mr. SHAYS. So you had no involvement with Hashim Ning and
any contributions he might have made in the late 1980’s, 1990, or
any of the 1990’s?

Mr. HUANG. I have no knowledge of that, sir.
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Mr. SHAYS. In addition to the $150,000 and the $800,000, there
were also sums of money that you raised while you were at the
DNC—my time has expired.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, it would be my time, but I will pass
at this point.

Mr. SHAYS. Could I clarify, neither of you used your opening 5
minutes?

Mr. BURTON. We both used our opening 5 minutes.

Mr. SHAYS. So I just appreciate the magnanimous effort, but you
really have no time this round to yield to me.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from Connecticut be given an additional 5 minutes.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection.

Mr. SHAYS. I thank the gentleman for doing that.

I would like you to start to explain to me how you raised money
for the DNC; and if you were raising money for the RNC, I would
be asking you the same questions.

How much money did you raise for the DNC?

Mr. HUANG. I really don’t have an exact figure. Approximately—
anywhere from $3 million to $5 million, I think.

Mr. SHAYS. $3 million to $5 million?

Mr. HUANG. When I was there.

Mr. SHAYS. That is a pretty broad range. I would think intu-
itively that if you were raising this money, you would know every
penny, because frankly, it is to your credit. If you raise money, if
you thought you raised it legally, it is to your credit.

Mr. HUANG. The reason I have the broad range is, I try to in-
clude all the Asian communities, whoever gave money. I lump it all
together, may or may not be through my efforts.

Mr. SHAYS. I want to know what you raised through your efforts.

Mr. HUANG. Anywhere between $2.5 to $3 million, sir.

Mr. SHAYS. OK. So we have basically a sense that you raised
$3.4 million that we know of, and our sense is that $1.6—that you
raised 424 contributions, and that 88 were basically returned, for
a total of $1,623,350,000.

Now, that money was returned for a variety of reasons, but the
bottom line was, the judgment was, if it was accepted, it would
have been illegal and, therefore, it needed to be returned.

I need to know how you raised your money.

Mr. HuaNG. Essentially I raise money through the contact of the
people I know or somebody would refer me, some people might be
of interest in making contributions through the network and
through the contacts which I—all the friends I made over the pe-
riod of time, in New York, in San Francisco or Los Angeles, pri-
marily.

Mr. SHAYS. And when you raised money, you understood there
were certain legal requirements. What are the legal requirements
that you understood to be true?

Mr. HUANG. The No. 1 is the party has to have at least perma-
nent resident status or green card holder, American citizens. That
is for individual contributions.

Mr. SHAYS. OK.

Mr. HUANG. Now, in the event it is beyond that amount, beyond
the hard money basis, then the money can come from a corporation
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and become soft money; and an individual can also give unlimited
amount of money which can be categorized as soft money, sir.

Mr. SHAYS. So if it is hard money, there are certain limits to
what they can contribute, correct?

Mr. SHAYS. That is correct.

Mr. SHAYS. And soft money, there is no limit?

Mr. HUANG. There is no limit, yes.

Mr. SHAYS. Do you need to know other things? What?

You need to know their occupation, correct?

Mr. HUANG. The record sheets, you had to fill out the party’s
name and address, phone number—phone number, the contact
numbers.

Mr. SHAYS. Who they are employed by?

Mr. HUANG. We have that information, yes.

Mr. SHAYS. That is required, isn’t it?

Mr. HUANG. I am not sure. I strictly, you know, adhere to that
rules.

Mr. SHAYS. Well, I want to know if you knew it.

Mr. HUANG. I am not sure I did that, sir.

Mr. SHAYS. I don’t want to split hairs here, and I am not trying
to trick you.

Mr. HUANG. I know you are not, Mr. Shays.

Mr. SHAYS. Don’t assume that during the course of the day I
won’t, but I am not trying to now. I just want to know what you
knew you were supposed to do, and it seems to be a fairly simple
question.

You were employed by the DNC. They are not going to be stupid
enough not to tell you what the rules are, so you were told the
rules. You were a fundraiser. You need to know the rules. That is
kind of basic.

I want you to explain to me what the rules are.

Mr. HUANG. I just went through, very practical matters. If it is
individual contribution, I did not really figure out what the employ-
ment is. I did not even ask for it.

Mr. SHAYS. The fact that you didn’t do it doesn’t make it right.
It also doesn’t mean that you didn’t know you shouldn’t have done
it. The fact that you didn’t do it isn’t the worst crime in the world,
but you were supposed to do it. And you knew that; isn’t that cor-
rect?

Mr. HUuANG. I am supposed to figure out as much information as
possible about an individual.

Mr. SHAYS. The bottom line is, it is required information, isn’t it?
I mean—and you knew that? You knew—I am not going to let off
this point until I get a definitive answer.

Mr. Huang. OK.

Mr. SHAYS. It is true that you knew that this information is re-
quired in order to be legal; isn’t that true?

Mr. HUANG. That’s true.

Mr. SHAYS. And so we want to know if they are a U.S. citizen.
We want to know if they are not a U.S. citizen, if they have a green
card, that they have the right to work here, because if they are not
here legally, if they are here illegally or they are overseas, they
don’t have a right to contribute. And it is not an ethnic thing, and
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it is not a discrimination thing, it is the law. You have to be a U.S.
citizen.

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Shays, this is not the understanding I have even
at this point. The only understanding I have is a person can work
overseas, but has a green card status, has American citizen status,
the person can still make contributions.

Mr. SHAYS. Right. If they have U.S. status, if they have a green
card; but if they don’t, if they don’t have working status in the
United States, they can’t contribute, if they are not a U.S. citizen.

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. BURTON. I would like to clarify one thing, if the gentleman
would yield to me.

Mr. SHAYS. Happy to yield.

Mr. BURTON. If they have a green card, but they are living over-
seas, even if they have a green card, I believe the statute is very
clear that they can’t make contributions. They can only make con-
tributions if they have a green card if they are working and resid-
ing in the United States.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you.

So you need to be a citizen, you need to have a green card, you
need to be in the United States.

My time has elapsed. It is Mr. Souder’s time.

Mr. SOUDER. I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Souder.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, before Mr. Souder proceeds, just a
housekeeping matter that I want to raise with you.

Yesterday you agreed to request from the Justice Department
the 302s regarding Mr. Solomon’s testimony. This morning we had
a unanimous consent agreement that that would be in the record.

I understand from the Justice Department that they say that
your staff hasn’t made the request. I wonder if we could just get
that request made. I think they are here right now. You can make
an oral request.

Mr. BURTON. As you speak, it has been done.

Mr. WaxmaN. OK. I appreciate that. Thank you.

Mr. SOUDER. I yield my 5 minutes to Mr. Shays.

Mr. SHAYS. So you have to be a U.S. citizen, you have to have
a green card, you have to be living in the United States if you
don’t, and

Mr. HuaNG. Excuse me. I think the last sentence might not be
correct, versus to my understanding.

Mr. SHAYS. OK. We will leave that as your understanding.

The contributions are limited. In other words, they can’t give
over a certain amount. Why don’t you describe to me some of the
limits that people have when they contribute?

Mr. HUANG. For the Federal campaign for the candidate itself,
for a Senatorial campaign, individually, there is a $1,000 limit for
the general elections and—the primary, and also another $1,000 for
the general. So that would be it.

Mr. SHAYS. OK. How about for the DNC?

Mr. HUANG. If it is for a party, the hard money, the Federal limit
is $20,000. And in the aggregate for the total amount, total con-
tribution to all the candidates, all the committees for the hard
money is $25,000, if I believe—I believe that is correct, that is it.
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Mr. SHAYS. You also need to know the mailing address of the in-
dividual, you need to know their occupation, you need to know who
they are employed by. The reason we want to know who they are
employed by is that we want to be able at the end to be able to
say that I received so much from the insurance industry or so
much from another organization. It is information that we deem
should be in the public domain, and that is what we require. If you
don’t have that information, then you have gotten this money and
not followed the law. And I would concur that there are obviously
different degrees of not following—not getting an employer, some-
times that happens and all of us go back and find out who the em-
ployer is; but ultimately if you don’t have all of this required infor-
mation, you have to send it back.

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Shays, the way I understood is that to the best
of my efforts, I should get those information, all right? And then
whatever the forms was required, I filled out, I just pass along.
And basically, that was it, you know.

Mr. SHAYS. But we get to the challenge. I mean, Mr. Waxman
made a point that is so valid. I mean there are going to be some
times that people contribute to your campaign and they didn’t do
it legally and they are ultimately held liable. But it reflects on our
campaigns. I don’t think there is a Member who has run for public
office that hasn’t had a contribution that we find embarrassing or
that, in fact, may not have been done properly; and when that is
found out boy, you just do your best to get it taken care of.

But in your case, we are not talking about, you know, an occa-
sional mistake. We are talking about $3.4 million that we know
you raised and $1.6 million of it had to actually be returned.

I want you to explain to me why some of that money was re-
turned.

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Shays, I am quite handicapped in a detailed list
of the returning stuff. I did read occasionally from the papers the
amount of total you referred to was returned versus the amount of
money I raised.

Now, based on that, I can give you the best of my account on
these things.

Mr. SHAYS. Give me the best of your account.

Mr. HuaNG. OK. The two individual checks over $12,500.

Mr. SHAYS. Each?

Mr. HUANG. $12,000 each, yes, which I raised in a Hay Adams
event that Mr. LaTourette was mentioning yesterday about that
event. I was told at the beginning when I received the check, the
party had been approved for the green card. In other words, the
party had green card status. But later on I found out that it was
just being approved with a number, but actually did not receive the
physical green cards. So subsequently I find out, I return the
checks. I was involved in that one.

The second one was involving Choeng Am, which is a Korean en-
tity. I was involved in that. That was involving about $250,000.

Mr. SHAYS. How much was that?

Mr. HuaNG. $250,000 for the checks.

Mr. SHAYS. OK. My time is up. Thank you.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from Connecticut be given 5 additional minutes.
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Mr. BURTON. Without objection.

Mr. HUANG. Could I complete the answer, please?

Mr. SHAYS. Sure.

Mr. HUANG. The reason I was involved in the Chong Ann case
later on in September 1996, I virtually answer the question wheth-
er the company had the revenue in the United States and the an-
swer was not. To the contrary. From the time when I receive check
was the understanding I had.

The third one would be involving a Mr. Gandhi’s check.

Mr. SHAYS. And how much was that for?

Mr. HuaNG. That was $325,000. Now, that was not my solicita-
tion on that in the first place. I don’t know whether that was in
that category you are talking about, the $1.6 million, or not.

Mr. SHAYS. OK. We will check that out. And that was illegal be-
cause? Why was that illegal?

Mr. HUANG. The way I understood is that—again, this knowledge
is coming from a newspaper account, it is not coming from the
original knowledge that I have, because at the time my information
that it was his one money, Mr. Gandhi’s own money.

Mr. SHAYS. Now explain to me if it was his own money versus
the company’s money, why would that make a difference?

Mr. HUANG. No, no. That was an individual check.

Mr. SHAYS. You mean it was a hard money contribution?

Mr. HUANG. No. You see, an individual can give both hard money
contribution and also soft money contribution, if the amount was
going over——

Mr. SHAYS. Let me just say something. I am not a fan of news-
paper reports in a hearing like this, but what I am interested in
is to try to understand why you think something may be illegal or
not. That interests me. So I need to understand why you think that
may have been illegal.

Mr. HUANG. The understanding when I receive the check that
was his money, but later on, the information evolved from the news
account that the DNC determined through their investigation the
money he contributed was not really his money. That is why it was
returned.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you.

Mr. HUANG. Now, the fourth one.

Mr. SHAYS. Yes, sir.

Mr. HuanG. The fourth one probably was related to
Wiriadinata’s money, which is around $400 some thousand.

Mr. SHAYS. Riady’s money?

Mr. HUANG. No, no. Wiriadinata. It is a long name.

Mr. SHAYS. How much are we talking about?

Mr. HUANG. That is probably $450,000, I believe, all together.

Mr. SHAYS. And why was that returned?

Mr. HUANG. I couldn’t find any reason that it was returned. The
only way I can think of—the decision was not made by me.

Mr. SHAYS. OK. But it was money raised by you?

Mr. HUANG. It was raised by me, yes.

Mr. SHAYS. And it was your understanding that this was their
personal money?

Mr. HUANG. I have no reason to doubt that, sir.

Mr. SHAYS. They had the resources?
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Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. SHAYS. This is a male?

Mr. HUANG. No, husband and wife. In aggregate, $450,000.

Mr. SHAYS. You had every reason to believe they had the re-
sources?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. SHAYS. They were U.S. citizens and so on; they met all the
requirements.

Mr. HUANG. No. The Wiriadinatas were permanent residents.

Mr. SHAYS. OK. Permanent residents.

Mr. HUANG. Right.

Now, the fifth one probably is related to the Miss Kanchanalak,
Pauline Kanchanalak. That was involving a few hundred thousand
dollars. I don’t know whether it is in this category or not.

Mr. SHAYS. And why do you think that was returned?

Mr. HUANG. Again, that was through the news account that I
learned about this matter. I still at this moment do not know in
real, real detail why the money was returned.

Mr. SHAYS. This was money you raised, though?

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. SHAYS. The only amount you say you didn’t raise was the
amount of $325,000?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. SHAYS. Who raised that?

Mr. HUANG. I believe through Mr. Charlie Trie.

Mr. SHAYS. But Charlie Trie gave it to you?

Mr. HUANG. I was handling the main fundraisers.

Mr. SHAYS. Let’s be clear. Charlie Trie didn’t work for DNC. Cor-
rect?

Mr. HUANG. No, no.

Mr. SHAYS. You did.

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. SHAYS. So you raised it for the DNC. Correct? I mean, it was
given to you.

Why don’t you talk to your counsel.

Mr. HUANG. No. I was responsible for the DNC, but the solicitor
was Charlie Trie. That is what I am saying.

Mr. SHAYS. Yes, but you are told that when the money is raised
and it is given to you, you then assume a responsibility. Clearly,
the DNC would have made that clear to you. Your employer would
have made that clear to you. Correct? You are not going to take the
position that any time someone else gave you money from someone
else, this isn’t your money. Are you going to take that position, or
are you going to take accountable——

Mr. HuaNG. I am taking accountable. I am trying to explain to
you the source.

Mr. SHAYS. Fair enough. Bottom line, it was your money raised
by Charlie Trie?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. SHAYS. Fine. I yield back.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. LaTourette.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good morning, Mr.
Huang. We were talking about this February 19th fundraiser, and
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if we can go back to that and sort of keep our eyes on that ball
for just 5 minutes, I guess.

We were talking yesterday about the head table and I think that
I asked you how the head table got to be the head table, who got
to sit with the President of the United States at that particular
function and from my review of things last night—I didn’t get a
homework assignment from Mr. Shays like you did and Mr. Wax-
man did, but I did some reading anyway, and it looks like there
were tables of 12. Does that sound about right to you?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Let me just run through who I think was at
that head table, and you can tell me whether I am right or not.
Nina Wang, Ted Sioeng, Kwai Fai Li, Pauline Kanchanalak, Rich-
ard Park, Sant Chatwal, Kazuhiro Nakagawa, Tju Jin Tan, Andrew
Cherng, Ng Lap Seng, and Charlie Trie, and the President of the
United States. Does that sound about right?

Mr. HUANG. It sounds right, yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Now, I think you told me that the way nobody
was required to pay more than $12,500, but you had a hand in and
selected who got to sit with the President of the United States; it
was a place of honor at this particular fundraiser and it was based
upon what their prominence, or how much they had contributed in
the past, or how much you thought they could contribute to the
President’s events?

Mr. HUANG. And also the ethnicity of the person.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Am I not—am I correct in saying that of those
11 names, because the 12th seat I guess was sort of reserved for
the President himself, of those 11 names, 5 of them could never
contribute to the President’s campaign because they were nonciti-
zens?

Mr. HUANG. They were the guests of the other country leaders
publicly on that.

Mr. LATOURETTE. But am I right about that, that Nina Wang,
Ted Sioeng, Kwai Fai Li, Pauline Kanchanalak, and Ng Lap Seng
are all noncitizens and they are all seated at the President of the
United States’s table and they can’t make a contribution?

Mr. HUANG. I will argue with some of them.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. Tell me. I don’t want incorrect informa-
tion.

Mr. HUANG. Pauline’s situation, to my total surprise, later on I
find out she was not, and because she has been with this political
fundraising matter for a long, long time, I was really surprised that
she was not.

Mr. LATOURETTE. As a matter of fact, at the time I believe that
Pauline Kanchanalak was a managing trustee of the Democratic
National Committee, was she not?

Mr. HUANG. That’s right.

Mr. LATOURETTE. That is probably how you knew her. She is a
Thai citizen, a citizen of Thailand, and she is not a citizen, perma-
nent resident, or green card holder at this time, of the United
States of America; is that right?

Mr. HUANG. Unfortunately, that is what I later on find out.

Mr. LATOURETTE. So at the head table at this event on February
19th, out of 11 guests, 5 of them are not even eligible to make legal
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contributions to the campaign of the DNC or the President of the
United States. I am right about that. Right?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, that’s correct.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. Then let’s go back then to that fundraiser
if I can, and I want to sort of pick up where I left off yesterday.
We were talking about Charlie Trie, Antonio Pan and others. Did
Charlie Trie request that certain people be permitted to sit at that
head table?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And who did he ask to sit at the table?

Mr. HUANG. I think Mr. Ng.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Ng?

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Who was his business partner from Macao in
the trading business who we were talking about.

Mr. HUANG. That is correct, yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Did he make a request that any of the other
four noncitizens that I just mentioned sit at the head table?

Mr. HUANG. The other four partners not related to him at that
time.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Now, Mr. Trie at that fundraiser, he also made
a contribution of $12,500, did he not?

Mr. HUANG. I believe so, yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And that contribution has subsequently been
termed to be not appropriate, illegal, and returned by the Demo-
cratic National Committee; is that right?

Mr. HUANG. Later I learned that, yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. If we could have exhibit No. 317, his contribu-
tion was on a check from Daihatsu International, which is the busi-
ness that he shares with Mr. Ng, is that right?

[Exhibit 317 follows:]
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Mr. HUANG. That is correct, yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And that check didn’t come to, even though we
are talking about a fundraiser that is on February 19, 1996, that
check is dated February 29, 1996. Is that not right?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, on the check, it is.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And do you know why? Is this money that he
gave to you after the event?

Mr. HuANG. It is not unusual for people to give me money later,
as long as they have already established as ongoing persons.

Mr. LATOURETTE. But do you have any specific recollection as to
how this check came into your possession and then on to the DNC?
Was this check given to you?

Mr. HUANG. I believe it came to me, but I don’t remember the
exact time when I receive, from the check date, probably around
that time, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Did Mr. Trie give you any indication when he
gave you that check as to the origin of the funds used, or that
backed up this check?

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. LATOURETTE. You know today, do you not that those funds
came from Mr. Ng who was a noncitizen and hence unable to con-
tribute to a campaign in this country.

Mr. HUANG. Still T don’t know.

Mr. LATOURETTE. You don’t know that.

Mr. HUANG. Right.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Did Mr. Trie request that he be seated at the
head table himself, aside from the question that Mr. Ng be seated
at the head table?

Mr. HUANG. To me, Mr. Trie should have been, but Mr. Trie will
make that room to Mr. Ng, he request it.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Did you have any idea as to how many guests
Mr. Trie invited or brought to the event on February 19th?

Mr. HuaNG. I have to give you a roughly number, maybe around
between 15 to 20 or something like that.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And all of them paying $12,500?

Mr. HUANG. May or may not. Might or might not, I am sorry.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, his time is about to expire and I
want to ask unanimous consent that the gentleman be given 5 ad-
ditional minutes.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection, so ordered.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I appreciate very much your courtesy, Mr.
Waxman.

I want to go through some of Mr. Trie’s guests with you now and
I really appreciate Mr. Waxman’s courtesy because it let’s me have
a little continuity in talking about that subject, because you get
questions from all over and then come back to me on this February
19th business.

I want to show you some photographs that now are exhibits, the
first one is exhibit No. 318 and it is a photograph request of an in-
dividual with the President of the United States and a gentleman
by the name of Peter Chen. Do you know Mr. Chen?

[Exhibit 318 follows:]
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Mr. HUANG. Yes, I do.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Can you describe for the committee what the
relationship is, if any, between Charlie Trie and Peter Chen?

Mr. HUANG. Yes. Mr. Chairman, I reported to you yesterday, Mr.
Chairman, I have some so-called brother-in-law situation with Mr.
Trie. This is the person.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Does Mr. Chen

Mr. HUANG. I cannot verify that though. I am sorry.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Does Mr. Chen to your knowledge or has Mr.
Chen worked for the Lippo Group?

Mr. HUANG. He did.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And do you know when?

Mr. HuaNG. Starting from—my best recollection, probably early
1980’s.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Chen, to my information, owns a company
called the Sun Union Group. Do you know that to be true? Do you
know that?

Mr. HUANG. I vaguely remember there is some company like
that, yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Are there any ties between Sun Union and the
Lippo Group to your knowledge?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t know about that.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And what contact, if any, are you aware of be-
tween Mr. Chen and the Riady family, aside from——

Mr. HUANG. He was employed by Lippo Group before.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Any connection other than being an employee
of the Lippo Group that you are aware of?

Mr. HuaNG. I was aware of later on he left the Lippo Group but
remained to be a partner of—with the Riady family, especially
Mochtar Riady particularly.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Next I want to show you exhibit No. 319,
which is another photograph, and this depicts to my understanding
another one of Mr. Trie’s guests, a fellow by the name of Santoso
Gunara. Are you familiar with this individual?

Mr. HUANG. I am not familiar with this individual.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. Another one of Mr. Trie’s guests at the
event was Dr. Tju Jin Tan, excuse me, which is exhibit No. 320.
Are you familiar with Dr. Tan?

[Exhibit 320 follows:]
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Mr. HUANG. I am not.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. Dr. Tan, according to the records that we
have reviewed from the February 19th fundraising event, did not
contribute to the event. Are you aware as to how he came to be in
attendance?

Mr. HuaNG. He is a guest of Mr. Trie. Whatever money Mr. Trie
raised, he can designate a guest he would like to invite.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Dr. Tan, I think as I went through the list
with you before at the head table, Dr. Tan was seated at the head
table at that event. Can you tell me, since you were in charge of
arranging who was at the head table how it is that Mr.—Dr. Tan
became at the head table with the President of the United States?

Mr. HUANG. If he was, probably on the recommendation by Mr.
Trie.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. Many of Charlie Trie’s guests, and we
went over this list yesterday, like Peter Chen, William Peh,
Santosa Gunara did not pay to attend. In other words, if you match
uﬁ) who was there, they were there, but there is no check from
them.

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Conversely, many people who gave to the
event, Manlin Foung, Joseph Landon, Zie Pan Huang and others
did not attend, but contributed. Now, that is not unusual.

Mr. HUANG. That is correct, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I think in the fundraising business as Mem-
bers, politicians, we are always happy when people send in the
checks but don’t show because we don’t have to pay for the hor
d’oeurves, they are not going to eat them at the event. But did you
ever become concerned, based on this reserves scenario, that you
had people at your fundraising event that you were in charge of in
attendance that weren’t contributing and were invited guests, and
then you had a large list of people that paid but didn’t show up?

Did you ever become concerned and, again, concerned because
you are an individual who is knowledgeable about what a conduit
contribution is. You know from the activities to which you pled
guilty in 1992, 1993 and the other times that one, it is illegal to
give money that is not your money; it is illegal for a noncitizen to
contribute.

Did you ever become concerned that Mr. Trie’s guests—that Mr.
Trie was using conduit contributions to pay for the attendance of
all of these nonpaying guests at the fundraiser on the 19th? And
just while you are thinking about that, if we could put up exhibit
No. 323, which is a chart of the nonpaying guests and nonattending
contributors, just to refresh your memory.

[Exhibit 323 follows:]
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Mr. HUANG. Congressman LaTourette, I have been interviewed
by so many people over periods of times and each time I gain cer-
tain knowledge about certain things. The best I can think of right
now, at the time I was concentrating on raising money. You know,
the guests were being invited by people, and then I thought it was
gﬁneral practice people doing that. I did not really pay attention to
that.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I remember in your opening statement you
said that you were dedicated to the Democratic National Commit-
tee and you took that job seriously, and I know you did. You were
very successful.

But my specific question—and I guess you are saying no, but I
would like you to say no if that is your answer that you were not
concerned in 1996 that Charlie Trie was using the same sort of
scheme that you used in 1992 and 1993, that is, conduit contribu-
tions to get to the Democratic National Committee. Are you telling
me you were not concerned about that?

Mr. HUANG. In that time the things did not come to my mind,
yes, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. When I come back during the next round,
I want to talk to you about specific guests of Mr. Trie’s, people that

ave $12,500 to that event, but whose annual salaries were
%20,000 and we will just go through some of those. Because I think
again as I was talking to you yesterday, it begins to stretch credu-
lity that a clerk who works at the clerk of the court’s office in
Maryland making $25,000 a year can give $12,500 to the Demo-
cratic National Committee of their own money and for you to be fa-
miliar with the idea of conduit contributions as a vice-chair of the
Democratic National Committee, to not have red flags going off or
sky rockets or whatever the alarm bells would need to be, is un-
usual to me, and I hope we can talk about it and explain it.

Again, Mr. Waxman, I thank you for your courtesy.

Mr. Waxman. Well, if the gentleman would permit, you are in
the middle of asking questions and I certainly would have no objec-
tion if you want to continue and have another 5-minute round.

Mr. LATOURETTE. If my colleagues on this side don’t

Mr. WAxMAN. I will ask unanimous consent, and if they object,
they can object; but I will ask unanimous consent that you be given
5 additional minutes to pursue questions.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection, so ordered.

Mr. WAXMAN. Would you yield to me just to ask a question at
this point?

What I am trying to understand, Mr. Huang, is that there was
a dinner; people were sitting at the President’s table who did not
give money. The money was given by Mr. Trie as far as you were
concerned.

Mr. HUANG. Or raised by Mr. Trie.

Mr. WAXMAN. Or raised by Mr. Trie. Is there any way you would
have known that those people that were sitting there—you didn’t
care whether they gave the money or not; you knew that the money
was paid for by their attendance.

Mr. HUANG. That is correct. The guest list of Mr. Trie’s, yes.

Mr. WAXMAN. And would you be suspicious that there was a con-
duit contribution because they were sitting there?
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Mr. HUANG. Not at the time, no.

Mr. WAxXMAN. Thank you.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you, Mr. Waxman. I think that the only
observation I would make is that is pretty bad luck, if you have a
head table of 11 and half of them are illegal individuals in terms
of giving contributions to the President’s campaign, that is 500——

Mr. WAXMAN. Will the gentleman yield? They didn’t give con-
tributions to the President’s campaign. They were not legal resi-
dents or citizens, but no one has claimed they gave a contribution
to the President of the United States. Someone else gave a con-
tribution who presumably was legally able to give a contribution
and invited these people to be, in effect, at his table, but his table
turned out to be with the President of the United States.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I appreciate that point, and I think we will
find out that Pauline Kanchanalak, in fact, made substantial con-
tributions through this period of time to the DNC and the course
of money from Mr. Ng Lap Seng that Charlie Trie actually wrote
on Flfbruary 29th was Mr. Seng’s money. But I appreciate your re-
marks.

Mr. WAXMAN. You may very well be right, but the question is
whether Mr. Huang should have been alert to that at that time.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Right. OK.

I appreciate the distinction. I want to talk about two individuals
who were at the event, guests of Mr. Trie, and I think demonstrate
that even if you were not aware as a vice chair of the Democratic
National Committee in 1996 that conduit contributions were taking
place at the fundraiser that you organized on February 19th, that
in fact the pattern does I think really, if it’s circumstantial it’s
probably the best circumstantial evidence I could think of that it
was going on. And I want to talk to you about a woman by the
name of Lei Chu. Do you know a woman by the name of Lei Chu?

Mr. HUANG. I do not know her.

Mr. LATOURETTE. As we reviewed the records from your fund-
raiser on the 19th, Lei Chu made a $12,500 contribution the day
after the event. Also, bank records indicated she deposited a check
for $12,500 into a new account. The check was written the day
after the event to the DNC, was written on a starter check. On the
tracking form that was submitted, Charlie Trie is listed as the so-
licitor and you are listed as the DNC contact.

Now, again, does it concern you that an individual who is con-
tributing $12,500 is doing so on a starter check? Does that raise
any red flags or concerns to you as a fundraiser for a major politi-
cal party?

Mr. HUANG. It did not. Did not.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. Did you have the occasion to speak with
Lei Chu either at this event, or she also attended the breakfast
with Vice President Gore the next morning—did you talk to her at
all, have any recollection of talking to her?

Mr. HuaNG. I don’t have any recollection of talking to her, no.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. Did you ever have a conversation with
Charlie Trie that would—wherein he indicated that he had pro-
vided Lei Chu with the funds necessary to make the $12,500 con-
tribution?

Mr. HUANG. I did not either.
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Mr. LATOURETTE. Next, another individual who attended, Keshi
Zhan, also was an attendant and a contributor of $12,500, dated
February 19, 1996. It lists you as the contact and no solicitor is
mentioned on the reporting form. Do you know Keshi Zhan?

Mr. HUANG. I met with her before, yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And would you have met with her about the
time of this particular fundraiser?

Mr. HUANG. No. Around that period of time, because she was
also working for Mr. Charlie Trie.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And did you have any idea what it was that
she did employment-wise at that time?

Mr. HUANG. She had a job in some way in Virginia, but I did not
ask the detail as to what she was doing.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. Well, in fact, Ms. Zhan had a job as a
clerk for the Arlington County in Virginia and it paid her less than
$25,000 a year. Again, it’s a fundraiser for the Democratic National
Committee. Would it surprise you, unless she had a trust fund or
came from a very wealthy family, wouldn’t it—I guess would that
fact pattern surprise you, that someone making less than $25,000
writes a check for $12,500 to a major—unless she really loves the
Democrats and is willing to give half of the money that she would
make in a year to her cause, but don’t you find that to be unusual?

Mr. HuaNG. Congressman, I'm not trying to be argumentative.
There are some—a lot of people appear don’t have any money, but
they have a lot of savings in my community. So I did not really ask
this question.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Well, we know today what you may not have
known in 1996, and that is on the same day that she contributed
$12,500 to your fundraiser, she wrote a check to herself from Char-
lie Trie’s bank account reimbursing herself for the contribution.
N(()iw, ?have you been told that today? Do you know that to be so
today?

Mr. HUANG. I'm sorry I was disturbed right here.

Mr. LATOURETTE. That’s OK.

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. HUANG. Congressman, I did not know that. If that was the
case, that was wrong to do that.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I know it’s wrong. I'm asking you if—you say
you didn’t know it in February 1996 and have you been told that
since? I mean, am I telling you that for the first time?

Mr. HUANG. Oh, I read it from the news account to indicate that,
yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And two others, Manlin Foung and Joseph
Landon also wrote checks at that event for $12,500. And I would
ask you—we were talking about Antonio Pan yesterday—are you
aware that shortly after their contributions, Antonio Pan sent
Foung and Landon cashier checks totaling $25,000 to reimburse
them? Do you know that?

Mr. HUANG. I did not know that at that time, no.

Mr. LATOURETTE. The fact of the matter is all those facts which
I believe to be true, and I understand you say you didn’t know
them in 1996, that’s exactly the way that you used to raise money
illegally in 1992 and 1993. You see the problem, right?

Mr. HUANG. Excuse me.
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[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. HuaNG. To the extent of the conduit money, that’s correct.
But the process was not exactly the same on that, as you know
very well, on that. You know what I'm trying to say.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I do know what you’re trying to say. I'll come
back and we’ll talk some more later. I thank everybody for their
courtesy.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Ose.

Mr. Ose. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to yield my
time to Mr. Souder.

Mr. SOUDER. I thank the gentleman from California. I appreciate
that. Good to see you again, Mr. Huang. We're going to——

Mr. HUANG. Morning.

Mr. SOUDER [continuing]. Now go back to some of the Mr. Hub-
bell discussions that we had yesterday. And I wanted to first re-
view—yesterday I asked you about a Little Rock visit and where
you had a car, and you couldn’t at that time recollect why you were
in Little Rock. You said that you didn’t have business interests
there, personal or family, and probably weren’t vacationing.

I wondered if overnight, I know it’s a number of years ago,
whether you had a chance to review.

Mr. HUANG. I still cannot recall I went to Little Rock. I might
have. All right. From this American Express charge records there
are two car registrations.

Mr. SOUDER. I notice that, too.

Mr. HUANG. The few possibilities there, since I cannot really re-
call for sure, the family was there, the—James Riady, the whole
family including the children and, I believe, the maid.

Mr. SOUDER. Now, wait. Yesterday we talked about airline flight
records showing that Mr. Riady was in New Orleans, and you
didn’t think that he was in Little Rock.

Mr. HUANG. It was not a case of in New Orleans, sir.

Mr. SOUDER. The flight ticket on the bottom.

Mr. HUANG. The flight ticket on the date on the charges on June
25th. So I believe—after they finish all the Washington event, they
went to Orlando and New Orleans. This is probably visiting Little
Rock was prior to the visit of Washington, DC.

Mr. SOUDER. So let me see if I've got this straight. Because yes-
terday I had asked you whether you were with Mr. Riady in Little
Rock and you couldn’t recall being in Little Rock, but your car reg-
istration showed that, but you didn’t think Mr. Riady was. Now,
today Mr. Riady and his family, and/or his family, you believe were
in Little Rock and they could have used your credit card; is that
what you’re saying?

Mr. HUANG. The credit card made—I may have made a reserva-
tion and reserved the car for them. Now, if I were in Little Rock,
I—one of the car I was using—there are two cars. One of the better
cars was using for the family, the other one was used by me.

Mr. SOUDER. So one car could have been used by you, you say.

Mr. HUANG. Yeah.

Mr. SOUDER. And one by the Riadys.

Mr. HUANG. By the Riadys. There’s a better one, a larger charge
bill of $223.65, that represent a longer period of time and also a
better selection of a car that the other one was——
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[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. HuaNG. That was basically I used my credit card to make
a reservation or travel arrangement for the family.

Mr. SOUDER. So as I understand what you're saying, the better
car was for Mr. Riady and his family most likely.

Mr. HUANG. I'm speculating on that.

Mr. SOUDER. But it is your credit card.

Mr. HUANG. That was my credit card, yes.

Mr. SOUDER. And there was a second car and youre speculating
that you were in the second car.

Mr. HUANG. If I

Mr. SOUDER. If you were there.

Mr. HUANG. If I was there. Because——

Mr. SOUDER. Did you go to Little Rock often?

Mr. HUANG. In that year I visited Little Rock every now and
then, but it’s not very often. Few times, I think, in the 1993, 1994.

Mr. SOUDER. I mean, a few times is two.

Mr. HUANG. Oh, it’s more than two, sir.

Mr. SOUDER. More than two.

Mr. HUANG. Yeah. About three to five times, yes.

Mr. SOUDER. And I mean, did you travel lots of other places, too,
in your job?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, some places; yes, I do.

Mr. SOUDER. Let me—here’s why I keep asking you this question
because I have a series of questions to follow. This is a very critical
time period and something that’s been very much examined around
the United States. Because yesterday—and you correct me if I'm
misstating this, but I think what we established that what you said
was that you met Mr. Hubbell at a reception in the spring. You
didn’t have the precise date. We——

Mr. HUANG. No, did I say the Inauguration of 1993?

Mr. SOUDER. In 1993 you met him at the——

Mr. HUANG. That was the first I met him.

Mr. SOUDER. First you met him.

Mr. HUANG. Right.

Mr. SOUDER. But you saw him at a reception in the spring of
1994.

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. SOUDER. And he gave you a card.

Mr. HUANG. Right.

Mr. SOUDER. And then on May 19th, which may or may not have
been approximately the time of the reception, but he called—what
we know from the records is he called Lippo Bank twice. Yesterday
you speculated that those two phone calls may have been about an
appointment.

Mr. HUANG. No, the appointment——

Mr. SOUDER. Of Mr. Riady.

Mr. HUANG. Right.

Mr. SOUDER. And then on June 11th, Mr. Riady comes to Wash-
ington.

Mr. HUANG. June.

Mr. SOUDER. 11th—he comes to Washington. That’s when I
asked you about the travelers checks. He brought $32,000 includ-
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ing $17,500 travelers—when he came to the United States, excuse
me, he came to the United States on June 11th.

Mr. HUANG. I’'m not sure to Washington, though.

Mr. SOUDER. I take that back. He came to the United States on
June 11th. That in the—so he came to—he came to the United
States on June 11th. Then you also said during that time period
you talked to Mr. Riady about the support, the help for a friend.
So we're in this period of time between where Mr. Hubbell has
called the Lippo Bank, you received a card. You also said yesterday
that you talked to Doug Buford, who was with Bruce Lindsey’s law
firm, former law firm, and he talked to you about the need for
money for Mr. Hubbell. That’s where you first learned about the
money. So we have you getting a card from Mr. Hubbell, you talk-
ing to Mr. Buford.

Mr. CoBB. The Buford conversation was first.

er. SOUDER. The Buford conversation was first. You heard
about——

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, let me ask unanimous consent, I
notice that Mr. Shays had 15 minutes, Mr. LaTourette had 15 min-
utes, and Mr. Souder yielded 5 minutes of his time to Mr. Shays.
I ask unanimous consent that Mr. Souder be given 10 additional
minutes so he will also have 15 minutes.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection.

Mr. Osi. Reclaiming my time, I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia. This is my yield to him.

Mr. SOUDER. California is a great State.

So you first got a call from Doug Buford, then you got a card
from Webb Hubbell. Then Mr. Hubbell called to Lippo Bank. But
as I understood you to say that while you thought it might have
been an appointment, the appointment was going to be set up
through you because, generally speaking, Mr. Riady didn’t meet
with Mr. Hubbell except through you, to your knowledge.

Mr. HUANG. Right.

Mr. SOUDER. Then you talked with Mr. Riady about the money.
And all this was occurring in this period of time somewhere be-
tween May 19th where we have the documented phone calls and
the—and where the money actually went, which was June 24th. In
that period of time it appears, at least from the credit cards, that
you were in Little Rock with the Riadys. At least there’s two cars
rented in Little Rock.

Mr. HUANG. As [——

Mr. SOUDER. In your name.

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. HuaNG. Congressman, it is not—it was my duty to make
travel arrangements, very frequently travel arrangements for Mr.
Riady or Mr. Riady and his family. It’s been the practice for me,
anyway, as reflected by this American Express charge card slips on
that. And as I indicated to you, I do not recall at that time I was
in Little Rock by my own in this political occasion.

Mr. SOUDER. I just—I have to say that even though it’s a number
of years ago, because of the nature of this controversy and the type
of issues that we’re dealing with, I find it extraordinary that you
can’t remember whether you were in Little Rock. It is so much a
part of what we’re doing here, because you need to understand the
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gravity of this, that you also said yesterday, as I understood this,
that Mr. Riady knew Mr. Hubbell back way before they went to
Washington because—is that because Mr. Hubbell did work for the
Riadys?

Mr. HUANG. Either Riady or Worthen at that time. Mr. Riady
had—Lippo had an interest in the Worthen Bank during the mid-
eighties.

Mr. SOUDER. And that in itself is a sordid tale that most people
will not understand we don’t have a chance to get into with the
Worthen Bank, and it leads us into Stevens and a number of other
things. But you see what a tangled web we weave here. Because
one of the difficulties—and there are many, many millions of Amer-
icans who believe that silence was purchased—and that when you
see the tangled web of relationships and the types of discussions
here, it’s disconcerting. But let me move on. Because if you don’t
remember, I’'m not going to, by repeating the question, continue to
find that.

So now what we do, I think, agree that by the time we get to
the 21st, they’re both in Washington.

Mr. HUANG. Right.

Mr. SOUDER. Now, on June 23rd,—on June—I asked you about
the phone log call on June 20th exhibit 97 yesterday to Mark Mid-
dleton, and the meeting was set up and we didn’t establish where
you were because you thought maybe the Hay-Adams, but you
could have been in Little Rock.

Now on June 21st, the call schedule for Bruce Lindsey refers to,
if you can look at exhibit 98 if we could put that up, it refers to
a call schedule for Bruce Lindsey. Did you and Mr. Riady meet
with Mr. Mark Middleton on June 21st?

[Exhibit 98 follows:]
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Mr. HUANG. I don’t know exactly time. We did meet in that week
with Mr. Middleton, yeah.

Mr. SOUDER. Do you know who was at that meeting?

Mr. HUANG. Do I——

Mr. SOUDER. Do you know who was at the meeting with Mr. Mid-
dleton besides you and Mr. Riady?

Mr. HUANG. I do know one occasion just myself and Mr. Riady
and Mr. Middleton alone.

Mr. SOUDER. And what would the purpose of that meeting have
been?

Mr. HUANG. Because we are all acquaintances, you know, just
friendly chat, because Mr. Riady has not seen Mr. Middleton for
awhile. Just to more a courtesy basis.

Mr. SOUDER. Did—what might you have chatted about? I mean,
the weather or

Mr. HUANG. I really don’t have any recollection of exactly ac-
count, Congressman.

Mr. SOUDER. But since Mr. Riady has just been asked to give a
substantial contribution to Mr. Hubbell by another longtime Ar-
kansas person, and Mark Middleton is a longtime political director
of this administration also from Arkansas, you don’t think it would
have come up in the discussion with Hubbell?

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. HuaNG. The chronological thing is, Mr. Souder, as you know
very well, that Mr. Buford was the first one. That was quite an
early time on that basis. And the visit with Middleton, I have no
knowledge of what was—I cannot remember what was talked
about. But I do remember it was not—he and I never talk with Mr.
Hubbell about it.

Mr. SOUDER. So your testimony was that, to your knowledge, Mr.
Middleton didn’t know Webb Hubbell needed help, to your knowl-
edge.

Mr. HUANG. To my knowledge, who?

Mr. SOUDER. You have not discussed with Mr. Middleton that
Webb Hubbell needed help.

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. SOUDER. And that—who suggested that Bruce Lindsey be
called that shows up in that document that you wanted to meet
with Bruce Lindsey?

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. HUANG. I really don’t know. I really don’t know at this point.

Mr. SOUDER. What’s troubling about this is that in that memo
or the White House notation, they’d—you’d like to see—you're
going to see Middleton, that you would like to see Lindsey. Doug
Buford, you've testified, is the person who notified you that they
needed help. Yesterday you said that that help was basically not
really a job, it was more out of friendship and the need that Mr.
Hubbell had; that, and that Doug Buford is a senior partner in
Bruce Lindsey’s former law firm, which is named Lindsey. Do you
think that Bruce Lindsey was aware that Mr. Riady was going to
give this $100,000 check to Mr. Hubbell?

Mr. HUANG. I do not know.
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Mr. SOUDER. So, to your knowledge, you never talked with Bruce
Lindsey about whether or not Mr. Riady was going to aid Mr. Hub-
bell?

Mr. HUANG. I did not, sir; no.

Mr. Soupger. Did Mr. Riady ever say to you whether he had
talked to Bruce Lindsey or to Mark Middleton about Mr. Hubbell?

Mr. HUANG. No, he did not.

Mr. SOUDER. Would it seem logical to you that Mr. Riady might
have wanted to check out with some of the people he had worked
with in Arkansas about whether to give the money to Mr. Hubbell?

Mr. HUANG. The conversation never occurred on that in the line
you are suggesting, sir. No.

Mr. SOUDER. Exhibit 99 as well as exhibit 100 shows a series of
meetings that I will ask you about, where you and Mr. Riady vis-
ited different people from the administration. Did you return to the
White House on June 21st to attend a Business Leadership Forum,
to your recollection?

[Exhibits 99 and 100 follow:]
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Mr. HUANG. I believe there was—there was functions in the
White House during that period of time. I believe we left and we
went back to the function in the evening.

Mr. SOUDER. Because if—as you can see from this exhibit, there
were a series of meetings that I want to ask you about; and in fact,
three—looks like three with Mr. Middleton. And your testimony is
that in none of those meetings you talked about Webb Hubbell.

Mr. HUANG. Not with me, no.

Mr. SOUDER. Did you discuss any of these meetings with—I'm
going to—my time is about to run out. I will not startup on another
round. I just find it very difficult because what we’re going to see
at the end of this is that Mr. Riady writes a check for $100,000.
You've had basically six visits to the White House in a period of
4 days when this is a pending matter. And it’s just hard to believe
there was not a discussion about the Hubbell matter.

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. HUuANG. You know, the matters during the week, we did
meet with Mr. Hubbell himself, at least on two occasions we met
with him. And also some of the visit went in, I believe I took the
Riadys to—wife and also children to visit to tour the White House.
Maybe the name who clear us in is Middleton, but actually it was
probably Middleton was not involved. It could be someone else who
cleared us in. So we did visit White House quite a few times, but
my best recollection was I've never been aware of there’s any issues
related to Hubbell that I was involved. Because we had a meeting
with Mr. Hubbell personally already; one was in the hotel, one was
in his office at that time.

Mr. SOUDER. OK. My followup questions are going to relate to
the meeting with Alexis Herman, the meeting with Webb Hubbell,
as well as some others. Thank you.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. I think it’s my time now. But do you have some-
thing you want to ask?

Mr. WaxXMAN. I thought Mr. Ose was going to go. Are you going
to take your time now?

Mr. BURTON. I think Mr. Ose yielded.

I would like to go over the chronology real quickly and followup
on what Mr. Souder was talking about.

May 19th, Hubbell calls John Huang at Lippo Bank, 1994. That’s
at 12:25. He called again a minute later at the Lippo Bank.

May 23rd, Huang calls Doug Buford, Buford asks Huang to con-
tribute to the Hubbell children’s education trust fund. That was at
7:03 a.m.

June 7, 1994, 4:17 p.m., Hubbell calls John Huang at the Lippo
Bank.

June 19th through—and Tuesday June 20th, John Huang and
James Riady are in Little Rock. Monday, June 20th, John Huang
calls Mark Middleton. He wants to arrange a meeting with Middle-
ton for June 21st at 3 p.m. That’s the time that’s written in.

Tuesday, June 21st, 3:17 p.m., Huang and Riady call Bruce
Lindsey at the White House and tell him they’re meeting with
Mark Middleton at 4:30 p.m., and ask if they could see him for a
minute either today or sometime this week. Lindsey claims he did
not meet with Huang or Riady, but nevertheless that meeting was
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set up for 4:30 that day. 4:45 that day, Tuesday June 21st, Huang
and Riady enter the White House for a meeting with Mark Middle-
ton. 6:51, Huang, Riady and his wife Aileen enter the White House
for a Business Leadership Forum. That was later on. Evidently he
went back that day.

June 22nd, 12 noon, John Huang’s expense sheet shows a lunch
at the Mayflower for $61.69. 2:37 p.m., John Huang enters the
White House for a meeting with Mark Middleton. 2:57, James
Riady enters the White House for a meeting with Mark Middleton.
6.30 p.m., the Presidential Gala took place, and of course many of
the people were there to visit with President Clinton.

Thursday, June 23rd, Hubbell has James Riady on his schedule.
That’s 2 days later or the next day. 10.10 a.m., Mark Grobmyer en-
ters the White House to see Alexis Herman. Huang and Riady
enter the White House at 10:26 to meet Alexis Herman. 10:32,
Huang exits the White House. Unknown when Riady left. 11:05,
call to the White House chief of staff’s office from James Riady’s
room at the Hay-Adams. 11:10, call to the Democrat Leadership
Council from James Riady’s room at the Hay-Adams. Noon, Hub-
bell has James Riady, H. Adams, 12, on his schedule. 2 p.m., call
to an unknown White House number from James Riady’s room at
the Hay-Adams.

Friday, June 24th, Middleton schedule reads lunch with James
Riady, Aileen Riady, and children. 12:05, John Huang enters the
White House to see Middleton. This is on the 24th. John and Caro-
Iyn Riady, James’ children enter the White House to see Middleton.
James Riady enters the White House to see Middleton. Call to
Debbie Shoen at 2:11 at the OEOB from James Riady’s room at the
Hay-Adams. 2:16, call to unknown White House number from
James Riady’s room at the Hay-Adams. 5, Hubbell schedule says
meet with James Riady. 8:04, call to the residence of the Indo-
nesian ambassador to the United States from James Riady’s room
at the Hay-Adams. 9:50, call to unknown White House number
from James Riady’s room at the Hay-Adams. 10:10, call to the resi-
dence of the Indonesian ambassador to the United States from
James Riady’s room at the Hay-Adams.

Saturday, June 5th, John Huang, James and Aileen Riady with
the four children go to the White House for the President’s radio
address. At 3:45 they check out on June 26th at 3:45 p.m. That’s
on Sunday.

The next day, the next day $99,985, $100,000 minus the $15
transfer fee from the Hong Kong Bank, was sent to Webb Hubbell.

June 30th, Hubbell calls the Lippo Bank in Los Angeles, Huang
was in China. 3:17, he calls, same day. Huang was in China.

July 5th, Huang enters the United States.

July 8th, Huang—or Hubbell calls Lippo Bank in Los Angeles;
2:20 Hubbell calls Lippo Bank in Los Angeles.

July 12th, Hubbell calls Lippo Bank in Los Angeles.

July 13th, Hubbell calls the Lippo Bank, and at 2:23 he calls the
Lippo Bank.
hW‘I?len were you appointed to the Department of Commerce, after
that?

To refresh your memory I think it was July 18th.

Mr. HUANG. Oh, I'm sorry, yes.
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Mr. BURTON. So you were appointed by the President to the
Commerce Department on July 18th?

Mr. HUANG. Monday, right.

Mr. BURTON. I presume you're going to answer this question in
the negative, but I would like to ask you for the record, all of this
took place between you and the Riadys and all these meetings at
the White House with Middleton; and I don’t know if you met with
the President, but you were in the White House many, many times
with the Riadys.

Does any of that and the $100,000 contribution that Webb Hub-
bell got from the Riadys have anything to do with you going over
to the Commerce Department being appointed by the President?

Mr. HUANG. No. I was appointed already. I had knowledge way—
you know, at least a month or two ahead of time. That has nothing
to do with this money thing with Mr. Hubbell.

Mr. BURTON. So the $100,000 that was given by the Riadys just
because they liked Mr. Hubbell had nothing to do with all these
meetings at the White House and your appointment to the Com-
merce?

Mr. HUANG. It’s nothing to do with my appointment, no.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask unanimous con-
sent that you be given an additional 10 minutes so you can have
as much time as each of the Republican Members have had.

Mr. BURTON. I appreciate that Mr. Waxman, but I will take a dif-
ferent line of questioning at a subsequent time so I will go ahead
and yield.

Mr. WAXMAN. Maybe we could inquire—maybe Mr. Huang wants
a short break.

Mr. BURTON. Yes. Mr. Huang, would you like a short break right
now, and if so, would you like to have included in that a time to
get a sandwich for lunch since it’s almost noon?

Mr. HUANG. Better ask my counsel. I normally don’t take lunch,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. Well, I'll let you ask your counsel if you guys would
like to take 30 minutes or 40 minutes we can do that.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, may I make a suggestion to the
counsel? It’s just so—I would certainly prefer that we just move on
and let’s get this questioning so that we can hopefully finish it at
some reasonable point. But there’s no guarantee that if we con-
tinue without lunch that we will finish the questioning.

Mr. CoBB. If we could have a 10-minute break.

Mr. BURTON. Ten minutes would be fine. Is that OK with every-
body? If your stomach starts growling, holler and we will

Mr. BURTON. Did you have a comment before we break Mr.
Huang?

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Chairman, he just rattled a list of the chro-
nology of events.

Mr. BURTON. Yes.

Mr. HUANG. I just want to make sure that May 23, that event
related to Mr. Buford’s call, which is not related to what Mr.
Souder is referring, that there is no relations on that.

Mr. BURTON. On the May 23rd call that Huang called—you
called Doug Buford.
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Mr. HUuANG. I don’t recall. But I know for sure this thing says
it’s not related to what Mr. Souder was talking about.

Mr. BURTON. It says here that Buford asked Huang to contribute
to the Hubbell’s children’s education fund at 7:03 that morning; is
that correct?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t recall on that.

Mr. SOUDER. Will the chairman yield?

Mr. BURTON. Yes, Ill yield.

Mr. SOUDER. My understanding from the questioning is, while
our notes have suggested it was May 23rd, he suggested that date
was earlier before the reception that he had heard from Mr.
Buford.

Mr. BURTON. We’'ll double-check our records on that. We'll stand
in recess for 10, 15 minutes. Then we’ll be right back. Let’s make
it 15, 15 minutes. We’ll be back at 5 till 11.

[Recess.]

Mr. BURTON. In order to expedite things, Mr. Huang, we’ll go
ahead and get started with Mr. Souder.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I'm sorry. I'm here. I want to yield
my time to Mr. Souder.

Mr. BURTON. We'll recognize you, Mr. Shays, and you yield to
Mr. Souder then.

Mr. SOUDER. I thank you.

Mr. Huang, I wanted to ask you about the meeting with Mr.
Hubbell and Mr. Riady. The records seem to show it was at 7 a.m.,
on June 23rd. Do you recall that meeting? That’s exhibit 101.

[Exhibit 101 follows:]



287

101
(101
N3
Bl
Sant

ssn
5001}
vd
svior
)
SHvyt
S3SNIAXI

8¥200 1oq

¥661 "CZ INNT

mN AVASHNHL

Fot gty 7 3

EXHIBIT
101

abeopny

§ReQ JusuIuITLRIY .

Sopw (0 sh s R L

AT AN D

e "

[T TR TR ER T

e T . 1N ‘ouuokeg-qysnzd

UBN NOUIY) AVOOL INOT 9 OL

I
P TR
v—! |

w0~ <~pou- Loy 8

onl] phoed ]

D R I M R I ]
=24 .
= L4

l
|

ool

I

~4

F I
It

by

NO oI5 - wor

»084 ‘€T INNT
AVOSHNHL .7

— . See

-



288

Mr. HUANG. My recollection was not really—let me see the exhib-
its. Personally, I do not have a recollection if there was a morning
meeting, but I do remember the afternoon meeting.

Mr. SOUDER. I think in the 302s that you told the Justice Depart-
ment that Mr. Riady met Mr. Hubbell at a breakfast meeting at
Mr. Hubbell’s temporary office.

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Souder, as I reported earlier, there were two
meetings between Mr. Riady and Mr. Hubbell. And to a certain de-
gree I was also present. Not all the time. The one was related to
a luncheon, and I did not join the luncheon meeting until, at the
tail end, I joined in. I thought the meeting was over between them.
I just barged into that room. The luncheon meeting was at Hay-
Adams in Mr. Riady’s room. The other one would be in Mr. Hub-
bell’s office, or temporary office, or wherever Mr. Miller—in Mr.
Miller’s firm.

Mr. SOUDER. So you don’t recall whether the June 23rd meeting
on Mr. Hubbell’s schedule here, exhibit 101, is in fact the breakfast
meeting?

Mr. HUANG. My recollection was that the lunch meeting was the
first in the afternoon.

Mr. SOUDER. OK. So let’s go to the lunch meeting. Is—let me—
I've—I've got these questions in a different order. When we
changed the date, it confused me a little bit.

At what point—let me ask this question. At what point did Mr.
Riady—was it after the lunch meeting he asked you to check on the
bank account information for Mr. Hubbell? Did he ask you after a
meeting with Mr. Riady?

Mr. HUANG. I believe it was all after the whole thing is over.

Mr. SOUDER. After, so this like June 25th?

Mr. HUANG. The week it’s over, yes.

Mr. SOUDER. So he didn’t walk out of any meeting and ask you
about that, that was a separate conversation at the end of the
week?

Mr. HUANG. That’s a separate conversation, right.

Mr. SOUDER. So in—what the record shows is that on June 23rd
there was a meeting with Mr. Hubbell and Mr. Riady in Mr. Hub-
bell’s log, then—but you don’t—you believe the luncheon meeting
was first. Do you know who was at the breakfast meeting?

Mr. HUANG. My recollection, there wasn’t a breakfast meeting.

Mr. SOUDER. Let me move to, also on June 23rd on exhibits 99
and 100, which we showed earlier, there was a meeting there with
Mr. Riady and you with Alexis Herman, the Labor Secretary. Who
was at that meeting?

Mr. HUANG. I cannot really recall on that incidence. However,
the records indicate there was a meeting with Ms. Herman, prob-
ably just as a courtesy visit to Ms. Herman, very simple like that.

Mr. SOUDER. Was this Mark Grobmyer was also shown as being
at that meeting. Was this the only meeting with Mark Grobmyer
that week.

Mr. HUANG. At that period of time, yes.

Mr. SOUDER. For the record could you explain who—Mr.
Grobmyer is—did he do work for Lippo?

Mr. HUANG. He was, he was—at least he was hired as a consult-
ant for Lippo. Probably by that time he was no longer—I'm talking
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about that time around June 1994—was no longer the consultant
any further.

Mr. SOUDER. He’s another attorney from Little Rock?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. SOUDER. Sometimes you wonder if there are any attorneys
}fft in Little Rock. But that’s another—they seem to mostly be

ere.

Why would he have been at the meeting?

Mr. HUANG. Maybe he was trying to introduce, you know—he
might have known Alexis Herman better than Mr. Riady did at
that time.

By the way, Congressman Souder, the records indicate the meet-
ing was very, very short though. It was just a few minutes that we
were seeing Mrs. Herman.

Mr. SOUDER. What would be the point of seeing the Labor Sec-
retary?

Mr. HUANG. She was not Labor Secretary then.

Mr. SOUDER. What was she doing at that point?

Mr. HUANG. I believe she was Director of Public Liaison at that
time for the White House, during that period of time, Mr. Souder.

Mr. SOUDER. Exhibit 102 shows a telephone call, a receipt to the
White House chief of staff office at 11:05, also on June 23rd.

[Exhibit 102 follows:]
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Mr. HUANG. The item No. 32 you are talking about sir?

Mr. SOUDER. Yes.

Mr. BURTON. We’'ll now yield to Mr. Souder for his 5 minutes.

Mr. SOUDER. Item No. 32 is the White House call. Yeah, it’s the
11:05 call.

Yes, so the item No. 32, do you know why you would have called
the White House chief of staff office that morning?

Mr. HUANG. I wouldn’t know. I would not know. Definitely there
were some calls being made from Mr. Riady’s room to the White
House, and I do not know.

Mr. SOUDER. So you don’t know whether it was—it was to Mr.
Middleton, who was assistant chief of staff?

Mr. HUANG. I do not know.

Mr. SOUDER. Exhibit 103 shows that at 11:10, which would be
the item 35, there’s a telephone call to the Democratic Leadership
Council. Do you know who made that call or for what purpose?

[Exhibit 103 follows:]
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Mr. HUANG. I don’t know what—I cannot recall on that. But if
anybody would call, it would be—I had a relationship with the
DLC, Democratic Leadership Council, with Mr. Al From. I believe
he was executive director for the DLC and more or less it’s just a
courtesy visit to visit Al From. That’s about all, if that was the sit-
uation like that.

Mr. BURTON. Would the gentleman yield real briefly?

Mr. Souder asked why a call from Mr. Riady’s room would go to
the chief of staff’s office and you said you didn’t know. And then
just now there was a call to the Democratic Leadership Council
from James Riady’s room, and you said that you probably would
have made that call; is that correct?

Mr. HUANG. No. The only thing is, Mr. Riady did not have any
connections with the DLC.

Mr. BURTON. So there was a call to the Democratic Leadership
Council’s office. Would that have been your call?

Mr. HUANG. The only way—that would be me, yes, maybe me.

Mr. BURTON. So you were in the room at the same time that he
called the chief of staff’s office because that was only 5 minutes be-
fore.

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Chairman——

Mr. BURTON. Let me just finish.

If you were in the room 5 minutes before you called the Demo-
cratic Leadership Council for some reason, why wouldn’t you have
known why he was calling the chief of staff at the White House?

Mr. HuaNG. That’s a very good question, Mr. Chairman. I was
really trying to say I did not really remember what was the content
about why he called. I did also some support, and there were quite
a lot of calls being made between Mr. Riady’s hotel room and the
White House, sir.

Mr. BURTON. I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. SOUDER. Then at 12 I think the records show in exhibit 101
that you had a meeting with a Mr. Hubbell at the Hay-Adams.
That was the lunch you were referring to earlier at 12 on exhibit
101?

Mr. HUANG. That is luncheon I was referring to that I recalled
to, right.

Mr. SOUDER. So—and what was the purpose of this meeting?

Mr. HUANG. Basically that Mr. Riady wanted to chat with Mr.
Hubbell, and I was not, you know, involving in the luncheon, until
the tail end I came back from outside.

Mr. SOUDER. Yesterday you told me that to your knowledge that
whenever there were meetings between Mr. Riady and Mr. Hubbell
that you set them up. Had they met a number of times before? Had
you set up other meetings?

Mr. HUANG. Prior to this?

Mr. SOUDER. Yes.

Mr. HUANG. I didn’t believe so, sir.

Mr. SOUDER. So to your knowledge this, at least in this time pe-
riod, was the only meeting between

Mr. HUANG. I believe that was the first meeting, Mr. Souder.

Mr. SOUDER. And you don’t know what they chatted about?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t know the detail.
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l\gr. SOUDER. What would be some nondetail, kind of general feel-
ing?

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Souder, let me offer this way to you. Mr. Riady
did previously have conversation with me, and I did convey the in-
formation to him previously about people would like to, you know,
suggest or help Mr. Hubbell. And I remember I mentioned to you
yesterday about the set-up-a-trust-fund situation, the limit was the
$15,000 limit. That was over the phone. He did not really give me
any response about that. All right?

And later on he came over here he asked me the opinion, I said
if you really want to help a person, you want to help people you
need. That’s all I offered on that basis. And I was sort of left every-
thing for him.

Now, if you want me to say what was involved in meeting, I be-
lieve that was related to, you know, anything related to this.

Mr. SOUDER. So did Mr. Riady tell you after he came out any
comment that Mr. Hubbell might have made or any impressions?
Did you talk about the meeting with him?

Mr. HUANG. No, I did not even ask about that.

Mr. SOUDER. The exhibit 104 shows that then at 2 another phone
call over to the White House. Do you know what the purpose of
that phone call would have been? It was the officer for the number
of White House personnel that’s 456—7510 in the log there.

[Exhibit 104 follows:]
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Mr. HUANG. I cannot recall specifically.

Mr. SOUDER. Right after the lunch was completed.

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Souder, did you mention that was related to the
White House personnel?

Mr. SOUDER. Yes.

Mr. HuaNG. OK.

Mr. SOUDER. Do you know why you would have called White
House personnel during that time?

Mr. HuaNG. Maybe during the slack time and want to go over
the visit with some of the friends.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent MTr.
Souder be given an additional 5 minutes.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection.

Mr. SOUDER. Then the next day, exhibit 105, shows that there
was a lunch at the White House mess with Mr. Riady, his family
and Mark Middleton. Do you recall that?

[Exhibit 105 follows:]
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Mr. HUANG. I remember there was a luncheon involved, but I
was not attending.

Mr. SOUDER. So you did not attend this lunch?

Mr. HUANG. Right. But I was there though. I was outside waiting
in the reception room, as I reported to you yesterday.

Mr. SOUDER. Was there anyone there besides—it says on the
schedule Mr. and Mrs. Riady and their children, and it’s on Mark
Middleton’s schedule; was anyone else at the luncheon that you
know of or might have stopped by?

Mr. HUANG. Let me retract a little bit. There might be two lunch-
eons involved. One luncheon was involving just Mrs. Riady and the
children and myself in the White House mess. There was a sepa-
rate luncheon, which I did not attend—I was waiting outside in the
reception room—that involved Mr. Riady and Mr. Middleton, that
in terms of who went to that luncheon I do not know for sure on
that.

Mr. SOUDER. Do you have any idea of what the purpose of this
luncheon was at 12 on June 24th?

Mr. HUANG. Now, if this is the day referring to with the families,
the children, just an experiencing thing for Mrs. Aileen Riady and
the children to be having the opportunity of dining in the mess.

Mr. SOUDER. Just as a casual observer, we're having a lot of ex-
periential time with Mr. Middleton’s schedule here. I think there
are three different appointments. There’s a lunch. Presumably he
has something—the reason it’s hard not to believe there wasn’t any
substantive discussion is that it isn’t as though they didn’t already
see him a couple of times earlier and seeing him more, and it’s
hard to believe there weren’t any substantive discussions because
there’s only so much socializing you do. It’s not like they were real
buddy-buddy here.

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Souder, I can offer this way because he was the
only person that would know better to get us in. So we always call
on the same person to get—let him clear us in on that basis.

Mr. SOUDER. So you don’t think he stayed at the lunch?

Mr. HUANG. Are you talking about staying—in my luncheon, I
didn’t believe, with the children.

Mr. SOUDER. And Mr. Middleton.

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Middleton. In my luncheon, he did not.

Mr. SOUDER. He just——

Mr. HuaNG. He just book us in, I didn’t believe he was at a
luncheon with us.

But he had a luncheon with Riady on the other luncheon I was
talking about.

Mr. SOUDER. And do you know what was discussed at that lunch-
eon?

Mr. HUANG. No, I don’t know.

Mr. SOUDER. And Mr. Riady didn’t discuss anything with you
about that?

Mr. HuANG. He did not.

Mr. SOUDER. So, in effect, what you were saying is there were
a lot of social calls, but there was one very substantive luncheon
most likely because it was done without you or the children
present.
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1\/{11". HuaNG. I don’t know whether it was substantive or not,
yeah.

Mr. SOUDER. They had already done their social calls. I mean, in
effect, you testified you have had multiple social calls with him, he
did a social call to get you into the luncheon. So the social call part
is kind of done; then they have another luncheon.

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. HUANG. I really don’t know about that, yeah.

Mr. SOUDER. And I know you weren’t present. On exhibit 106,
there’s a receipt, another phone call over to Debbi Shon at the Ex-
ecutive Office Building—Shon, is it Shon?

[Exhibit 106 follows:]
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Mr. HUANG. Shon.

Mr. SOUDER. Do you know what that purpose would have been?

Mr. HUANG. Just a courtesy. Shon is coming from our commu-
nity. She’s a Korean American, and we knew her before.

Mr. SOUDER. So it was a courtesy call?

Mr. HUANG. It’s basically make a round, yeah.

Mr. SOUDER. Do you know who called 456-7510 at 2:16, which
is in exhibit 106 as well?

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Souder, you have to help me. What is 7510’s de-
partment? Is it personnel?

Mr. SOUDER. Personnel.

Mr. HUANG. Probably that’s—I do remember we met with Maria
Haley, I believe she was also at that time working in the Personnel
Department as also old friends from Arkansas time. You know, just
went over to say hello.

Mr. BURTON. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. SOUDER. I would be happy to yield.

Mr. BURTON. Did you discuss with her your future position at the
Department of Commerce when you were in there?

Mr. HuANG. I might have. My position was determined I believe.

Mr. BURTON. I know you said that. But we’re looking at the se-

uence of events here that led up to Webb Hubbell getting
%100,000 from the Riadys and then a short time later you were ap-
pointed to an important position at the Department of Commerce.
On this list, it shows that you met with a lot of people and then
you met with the personnel director there at the White House. Did
you discuss with her your position at the Department of Commerce
tht??t was coming up, or the possibility you would be getting that
job?

Mr. HuANG. I have already got offered it. At that time I men-
tioned to her that I would be coming to Commerce Department.

Mr. BURTON. So you did talk to her about the job at the Com-
merce Department?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. BURTON. Thank you.

Mr. SOUDER. In exhibit 107, if we could go to 107, once again
where—I think this is Mr. Hubbell’s schedule again. It shows June
24th at 5 that Mr. Riady met with Mr. Hubbell. Do you remember
that meeting?

[Exhibit 107 follows:]
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Mr. HUANG. Yes, I do.

Mr. SOUDER. And who was at that meeting?

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Riady and I went over there. Mr. Riady and Mr.
Hubbell went into the room to discuss. I was sitting outside in a
small conference room.

Mr. SOUDER. Where did it take place, did you say?

Mr. HuaNG. I think it’s Mr. Miller’s office on 19th or 20th and
M Street in that corner.

Mr. SOUDER. Who is he?

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Miller I believe used to be the Treasury Sec-
retary. I think he was officially in a previous rank in the adminis-
tration.

M;" WAXMAN. Would the gentleman yield to me for a quick ques-
tion?

You mentioned $100,000 that Mr. Riady gave to Webb Hubbell,
you said because of friendship. But was he expecting some work in
exchange for that or was he simply giving a gift?

Mr. HuaNG. I do know some basically trying to answer and do
certain thing, but I don’t know the specific things at that time. You
know, hire him as a consultant type of things.

Mr. WAXMAN. But he was planning to hire him to do something
in exchange for the $100,000, you don’t know whether the work
was done; but did you know he was being hired or just given a gift?

Mr. HuaNG. No, in other words, we’ll hire him to do whatever
the work he can to help the Lippo situation. More specifically, I did
not know at that time.

Mr. WAXMAN. There was $100,000 to hire him?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you. I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Waxman, I’'m not very clear what I knew at that
time, that the $100,000 was mentioned or not. Normally that would
be an amount of money in practice that Mr. Riady would do. For
instance, on Mark Grobmyer situation was start at like $100,000.
So you could get another consultant probably be logical amount. I
would have to venture to guess on that.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. LaTourette.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and I would like to
yield to Mr. Souder.

Mr. SOUDER. I think it’s important to point out for the record
that yesterday, under oath, when I asked you the question, was
this predominantly a job or was this predominantly out of friend-
ship, you said that it was predominantly out of friendship. And
when you raised it to Mr. Riady you raised that we should help
him out of friendship.

So to the degree it was a job, there might have been tasks given,
but you do not recall the specifics of the tasks. In fact, you stated
again today earlier that you felt that this was predominantly to
help out a friend who is in need, not a job.

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. SOUDER. I wanted to followup. You do not recall the break-
fast meeting, but Mr. Hubbell had a breakfast meeting. We have
discussed the earlier luncheon meeting, and then there was an-
other meeting at 5 with Mr. Hubbell. Why do you believe there
were at least two and possibly three meetings needed?
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hMr. HUANG. The reason I remember those two is because I was
there.

Mr. SOUDER. Yes. But why do you think they needed so much
time together? Because it is clearly beyond courtesy. It is clearly
now beyond the point of even saying, hey, I am in real trouble. I
negd the money. These are pretty lengthy time periods now, all in
1 day.

Mr. HUANG. That was different dates.

Mr. SOUDER. The breakfast was on the 23rd, but you did not re-
callhthat. You are right. Two were on the 23rd and one was on the
24th.

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Souder, I really deep down in my heart did not
think this was a breakfast meeting.

Mr. SOUDER. Let’s say there were two meetings. Why would two
meal meetings be needed here?

Mr. HUANG. As I also mentioned to you, the logical thing is they
had not seen each other for a while and really sit down to chat.
The first one was basis of warming up and chatting. The following
meeting was talking about more detail in his office.

Mr. SOUDER. At what point did Mr. Riady ask you to check into
his bank account?

Mr. HUANG. After those two meetings. Apparently the meeting
was over. Mr. Riady thought there was one item missing maybe out
of his bank account. So I don’t now exactly the date I believe I
called Mr. Hubbell to find out what his bank account was, you
know, to have the accounts being wired. So I passed the number
back to either Lippo or back to Mr. Riady; I don’t remember exactly
whom I did.

Mr. SOUDER. Could you precisely explain to me what “in his bank
account means?” You said you called Mr. Hubbell. Did you ask him
what his assets were, his current cash-flow?

Mr. HUANG. Oh, no. To do that I knew probably the decision was
already being made to offer help to him. The money has to be com-
ing in

Mr. SOUDER. So you just wanted a number where to send the
money?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct, to facilitate the wire for sending the
money.

Mr. SOUDER. In the 302 from the Justice Department, on page
42, the recollection—and it is DOJ H000065—it says, according to
FBI’s recounting of your conversation, “During the last week of
June 1994, Hubbell and J. Riady had a breakfast meeting in Hub-
bell’s temporary office at 19th and M in Washington, DC. Huang
was outside the door during the meeting pursuant to Riady’s.”

Now, you are saying that was actually a lunch?

Mr. HUANG. I think I was referring there was a meeting in Mr.
Miller’s office, I was waiting outside the room.

Mr. SOUDER. But according to this deposition, it starts out by
saying that you recall a breakfast meeting, then you also recall
that they had a lunch meeting. And the breakfast meeting, by the
way, is on Mr. Hubbell’s schedule. And then in the evening, they
had another meeting. And I am confused as to why the FBI is re-
porting that you said, in effect, three and the records show three
and what the discrepancy is.
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Mr. HUANG. Congressman, No. 1, that was not really a FBI depo-
sition at the time. All right? And I never review about 302. I want
to testify to you on that. I assume FBI might probably be confused
by Mr. Hubbell’s diary for that. I always asserted that it was two
meetings, for sure that in my mind.

Mr. SOUDER. I mean, is it possible there was a meeting you were
not aware of that shows up in Mr. Hubbell’s diary?

Mr. HUANG. Everything is possible, though. You know, it is very
uFIikely at that period of time it is just something I was not aware
of.

Mr. SOUDER. If I could ask for 5 additional minutes, I think I
could finish up with my Hubbell questioning. Is that acceptable?

Mr. BURTON. Without objection.

Mr. SOUDER. It also shows that on the evening of June 24th
there was a call made to the Indonesian ambassador at 8:04. That’s
on exhibit 108.

[Exhibit 108 follows:]
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Mr. HUANG. I can generally talk about that. Whenever Mr. Riady
is in town, he tries to make a round to pay a courtesy visit to var-
ious people and, you know, renew the friendship. He and the Indo-
nesian ambassador were friends back in Indonesia.

Mr. SOUDER. And then at 9:50 there was a call once again over
to White House personnel.

Mr. HUANG. In the evening?

Mr. SOUDER. Yes. That also shows up in exhibit 108. Presumably
that was not a courtesy call. It is the same number as earlier we
determined was 456-7510 was White House personnel. There was
a call to that same number on June 23rd and there was a call in
the afternoon on June 24th and then another call in the night of
June 24th to the same number.

Mr. HUANG. I could not explain to you on that, no.

Mr. SOUDER. Then after that call

Mr. BURTON. Would the gentleman yield real briefly? We will get
you some more time.

Were you in the Riadys’ room when he made that call at 9:50
that night?

Mr. HUANG. I cannot recall, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. HUBBELL. You said when you had gone to the White House
personnel office earlier that you had discussed your potential job
over at the Department of Commerce. Now we have a call just a
day or so before Mr. Hubbell gets the $100,000 at 9:50 at night,
again to the personnel office. This obviously was not a courtesy
call. So was Mr. Riady talking to them about your job to make sure
you were getting that job at the Department of Commerce or was
this just another courtesy call?

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Chairman, I really don’t know about that. As I
stated to you before, my appointment has nothing to do with Mr.
Hubbell’s—the money to Mr. Hubbell.

Mr. BURTON. I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. SOUDER. There was another call, by the way, to the Indo-
nesian ambassador that night at 10:10. But was that another—you
don’t know any particular business?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t. I don’t.

Mr. SOUDER. Now I'd like to talk a little bit about on June 25th,
did you and Mr. Riady and his family attend the President’s radio
address?

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. SOUDER. The White House records do not show an entry
time. Do you know how you got into the White House that day? It
is possible you drove into the White House complex? But, if so, it
would have had to have been specially arranged.

Mr. HuaNG. No. I think we went in as routine, went through se-
curity, if I remember correctly, just like everyone else was going in.

Mr. SOUDER. Well, that usually would be logged.

Mr. HUANG. It’s very strange. I didn’t recall there was any spe-
cial arrangement for us to be in there for the radio address, sir.

Mr. SOUDER. I would like to show the videotape on the radio ad-
dress. If we could show that at this point.

[Videotape played.]

Mr. SOUDER. My question is going to be when the camera goes
off, were you and the Riadys the only ones left with the President?
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Mr. HuaNG. That is correct. Mr. Souder, we were probably the
last. If it is not the last one, it will be the next to the last ones.

M})‘ SOUDER. Was it arranged beforehand that that would be the
case?

Mr. HUANG. No. We just purposely stayed late to be the last.

Mr. SOUDER. How long did you stay?

Mr. HuaNG. Not very long. But the reason for that is that the
family with the kids were there, they were trying to get a family
photo with the President.

Mr. SOUDER. So there were not any substantive discussions. You
were just posing for photos?

Mr. HUANG. I didn’t spot anything on that, sir.

Mr. SOUDER. And to your knowledge, there was—you say there
might have been one other person left?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t know. But we were very nearly the last, al-
most the last, yeah.

Mr. SOUDER. And it is your testimony that this was not any spe-
cial arrangement for private time or anything regarding that?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir. No, sir.

Mr. SOUDER. Were there any other kids there? I mean, wouldn’t
other people want to hang around, too?

Mr. HUANG. I didn’t recall.

Mr. SOUDER. Because usually nobody clears out of the room until
there is a forced clearing out of the room. I hate to admit this, but
I was at a radio address. It was not a radio address here in Wash-
ington, but it was at the Summit of the Americas. There was a
large group like that. Nobody really wants to leave. I mean, I
might have but that was beside the point. But most people wanted
to stay. Then they clear them out.

I was not the only Member of Congress present. For example,
now-Speaker Hastert was there, as well. Then there was time be-
fore he had the next appointment with which to have a substantive
discussion. That is fairly standard that everybody leaves at the
same time. Or I assume that is what generally happens at events.

But your testimony is that there was no private discussion to
your knowledge; there was no prearranged time after the radio ad-
dress, that after the camera went off, everybody else cleared out ex-
cept maybe one but you and the family?

Mr. HUANG. No. No. Actually I was taking a photo, as well. No
special arrangement. No, sir.

Mr. SoubpeEr. OK. I may have some closing comments, but I
thank you for your patience and your willingness to try to address
these questions.

Mr. WaxMAN. Would the gentleman want to finish up? If he
wants more time, I would certainly be willing to agree to it.
hMr. BURTON. The gentleman is recognized for 5 more minutes
then.

Mr. SOUDER. Thank you. My concern is that what we have seen
is that, in a period of the 21st to the 25th, that you and Mr. Riady
went to the White House six times, saw the President three times,
you called the White House four times, that we are debating
whether there was a meeting with Mr. Riady and Mr. Hubbell two
or three times; and after all this happened in 1 week, which is a
lot of courtesy calls and in fact repeated courtesy calls, Mr. Riady
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gave Mr. Hubbell $100,000 not for a particular job, although there
might have been some work with it, but to help a friend. And your
testimony here at this hearing yesterday and today is that, in all
those meetings, other than directly with Mr. Riady and Mr. Hub-
bell, there was no discussions about support for Mr. Hubbell?

Mr. HUANG. I wasn’t aware of, no.

Mr. SOUDER. You are aware of none. Your testimony is not that
there were none, but that you are aware of none; is that precise?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. SOUDER. But your testimony is that it is possible that Mr.
Riady in a number of these meetings could have been talking about
the need to support Mr. Hubbell, but he would not have necessarily
told you?

Mr. HUANG. I could not speculate on that, Mr. Congressman.

Mr. SOUDER. In fact, you did speculate earlier because you said
you—you didn’t speculate. You said you didn’t even ask any ques-
tions.

Mr. HUANG. I did not.

Mr. SOUDER. So the fact is that there could have been discus-
sions and you wouldn’t have known because you did not ask any
questions.

Even though you were the point person who was asking Mr.
Riady to give the money to Mr. Hubbell and you were the person
who was setting up these meetings and making a lot of these phone
calls and setting up the radio address, you did not even ask Mr.
Riady whether or not he talked with anybody about it?

Mr. HUANG. Whatever you suggest, Mr. Congressman, it was

ossible. But, in my mind, it was not likely. The reason is, the
5100,000 was really not as large amount of money, you know, so
I never really, you know, think that will be, you know, any special
thing he would have to do.

Mr. SOUDER. Well, let me ask you a question about that. I mean,
to me $100,000 is a lot of money and I think to most people. But
it certainly was a lot of money to Mr. Hubbell. Right?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. SOUDER. And that it was certainly important to Mr. Hub-
bell’s friends because they had the law partner, former law partner
of Bruce Lindsey call you and say, look, our friend is in trouble.
He needs some help. His kids need it. It was important to people
who were associated with the White House that there was support.

It is just hard to imagine that there would not have been people
saying, hey, we really hope you will help our friend, he is really
in trouble, that no discussions occurred in all these phone con-
versations, all these meetings, all these meetings of Mark Middle-
ton. I mean, these people are friends from Little Rock.

What we have heard is we ran into a whole series of attorneys
from Little Rock, friends of Webb Hubbell, Webb Hubbell is in trou-
ble. This is a man who comes into town, has a series of meetings,
and at the end gives him $100,000 to help him. It is just hard to
imagine there were not discussions, I mean the average person
watching this. You may not know. You did not ask any questions
about it. But I think that the evidence kind of suggests that we do
not know the extent of the discussions, whether they were casual
or in depth.
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But it certainly, without people willing to come forth who were
in the meetings and talk to us, a lot of Americans are looking at
this and saying, boy, this sure looks like hush money. And your
testimony today did not really do anything to prove that, but it did
not do anything to really disprove it either. In fact, I think it would
be a legitimate question to ask those people.

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Souder, you know, I am trying to be helpful as
much as I can, but I'm limited to the fact I can only testify what
I know, what I really know about that.

Mr. SOUDER. And I absolutely agree with that. And you should
not, while I might ask you your opinion, that is still different than
a fact and nobody is convicted until there is a fact. But part of our
problem here is a lot of people will not talk to us. And I realize
you are at one level and some people have implied that you are at
a higher level than you probably are because in fact if you don’t
know the answers to some of these questions you cannot be at the
center of a conspiracy, if there is a conspiracy, which has not been
proven. But if there is one, you are clearly at a level that is moving
up here. But you can see, I would hope, at least why we are asking
the questions. Because to the average observer looking at this, this
was a very questionable active week.

I appreciate that you have tried to answer the questions, and I
thank you for your patience.

Mr. WaxmAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SOUDER. I will be happy to yield.

Mr. WAXMAN. Just so I understand where things are. You knew
that people wanted to help Webb Hubbell and that you even said
%o Mr. Riady, Mr. Hubbell is in trouble. So Mr. Riady gave Hubbell

100,000.

Is there anything that you know of that would indicate that it
was given as hush money to keep Mr. Hubbell from not saying
something? Or just that they wanted to help him out when he was
down?

Mr. HUANG. The term of “hush” never came to my mind at that
time and at a later date. I always felt it was a friendship, you
know, to help a friend.

Mr. WAXMAN. I thank the gentleman for yielding to me.

Mr. SOUDER. Of course that is partly what hush money is. In
other words, friends usually do not go and turn in other friends
and they support one another in a network. And while it might not
be the case in this case, it could be. And our dilemma in a lot of
these kind of things is that it could be or could not. Our job is to
continue to try to prove that. But we moved along and laid out a
series of events that I think most Americans would have serious
doubts about.

Mr. WAXMAN. If the gentleman would yield further, I do not
know why you see your job as trying to prove that. It seems to me
our job is trying to find out what the facts are. And some people
speculate and maybe would like to think there was hush money in-
volved and maybe would like you to prove there was hush money
involved, but all we can do is find the evidence that we have before
us. And the witness, who had some knowledge of things that were
going on, can tell us what he knew. And to this point there is no
evidence of any hush money.
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Mr. SOUDER. Reclaiming my time, it is clear that Webb Hubbell
has not talked. It is clear that we have 120-some witnesses who
have either taken the fifth or fled the country to this committee.
I believe that that is what has been proven is that there is obstruc-
tion of justice. We do not know what justice has been obstructed,
whether it was secrets of the United States, whether it was politi-
cal compromises, whether it was multiplicity of interests of Mr.
Riady. There is lots of possibilities. But the goal here was not to
prove that this was hush money.

What we know is that he has been hushed. What we do not know
whether there was any payoffs that did that, whether it was choice
because he is a friend of the President. We do not know what he
is hushed about. But we know they are not talking.

Mr. WAXMAN. Will the gentleman yield? We know that Mr. Hub-
bell testified before the grand jury; he cooperated with the inde-
pendent counsel, not to the independent counsel’s satisfaction, obvi-
ously. And maybe the problem is he is not saying, not because of
hush money, but he is just not saying what people want him to say
because that is not what he believes.

Maybe people want Webb Hubbell to say what they want him to
say. But he has testified over and over again, and he has not said
what they want him to say. Now that could be for whatever reason,
but it could be also because it is the truth.

Mr. SOUDER. And this will be hopefully the final comment with
this extended red light is that, while I agree that that is possible,
I do not think it is probable because there have been so many—
I don’t remember what we discussed at that meeting, I can’t quite
recall, that it stretches plausibility to believe it has been com-
pletely open. But I agree that that is a possibility and that, in this
country, you are innocent until proven guilty. Any suggestion that
I have had that it has been proven I try to say over and over, it
has not been proven. But that is why many of us think it is there
even if it has not been proven and nobody is guilty until it is prov-
en.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman’s time has expired. I would like to
take some time now.

Mr. Huang, you went into the White House to the personnel of-
fice a short time before Mr. Hubbell got the $100,000. You said
that you talked to the personnel people in passing about you were
going to be working over at the Department of Commerce and you
said that that was already a done deal before any of this happened.
But then that night there was another call to the personnel direc-
tor at 9:50, I believe it was, and you do not know what that call
was about. It was from Riady’s room at the Hay-Adams Hotel, and
you do not remember whether or not you were present.

Do you have any idea why Mr. Riady would be calling the per-
sonnel office at the White House just before the $100,000 was given
to Mr. Hubbell?

Mr. HUANG. I have no idea. I don’t have any clue.

Mr. BURTON. You do not know that he was trying to help any-
body get a job or anything?

Mr. HUANG. It would be really unlikely, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. So you would have no idea why he would call the
personnel office?
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Mr. HUANG. That’s correct, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Now, you went to the Commerce Department and
you started working there. During the time that you were at the
Commerce Department, from your home, from your office, and
across the street at the Stephens Co., you made or received 232
contacts from the Lippo Group in Indonesia and here in the United
States and in Hong Kong.

Why did you make calls from the Stephens office across the
street, and why did you send faxes from the Stephens office across
the street to the Lippo Group? Why didn’t you do that either from
your home or from the Commerce Department? Why did you feel
it was necessary to go to an outside office to do that?

Mr. HUANG. Excuse me 1 second.

Mr. Chairman, there are quite a few questions there. I am trying
to answer portion by portion.

Mr. BURTON. Let’s narrow it down to one.

Why did you go across the street to the Stephens office to contact
the Lippo Group with faxes and phone calls when you had a phone
in your office?

Mr. HUANG. I'm not even sure those faxes were sent to Lippo by
me through the Stephens office across the street. I did use the Ste-
phens financial office. Sometimes I made some personal calls which
I did not feel it was proper to use the office phone.

Mr. BURTON. Did you call the Lippo Group or send any faxes
from the Stephens office?

Mr. HUANG. I certainly do not recall. But I do Stephens finance—
Stephens office did send some fax to the Lippo Group. That’s their
only business, though.

Mr. BURTON. You did not send any faxes from Stephens office to
the Lippo Group. Is that what you are saying?

Mr. HUANG. I do not recall.

Mr. BURTON. You do not recall.

Mr. HUANG. Right.

Mr. BURTON. You do not remember going across the street to
that office?

Mr. HUANG. I believe I did not.

Mr. BURTON. Did you make any phone calls from across the
street to the Lippo Group from the Stephens office?

Mr. HUANG. You confine Lippo Group is

Mr. BURTON. Any calls. To Indonesia, to the offices here in the
United States, to Hong Kong.

Mr. HUANG. I really don’t remember I called overseas to Lippo.

Mr. BURTON. So you do not remember?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. BURTON. Yeah. Why would you go over there and call the
Lippo Group in the United States?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t believe I used the Stephens finance primarily
for——

Mr. BURTON. I want you to think hard about this because you
have your counsel there. You are under oath and we’re going to
check this out very thoroughly.

Do you recall or did you make any phone calls to the Lippo
Group here in the United States or overseas that you recall? Did
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you send any faxes from the Stephens office to any Lippo entity
while you were at the Department of Commerce?

Mr. HUANG. I did not recall, sir.

Mr. BURTON. You don’t recall?

Mr. HUANG. I do not recall.

Mr. BURTON. Do you recall going over to their office?

Mr. Huang. I did.

Mr. BURTON. What did you do when you went to their office.

Mr. HUANG. There are some personal things. For instance, I can
raise the example to you. I was still the member of the Committee
of 100. I used the office sometimes, and I asked them to send faxes
over there.

Mr. BURTON. Well, let’s pursue that. Do you remember the Com-
mittee 100? Committee 100 was a financial-raising organization,
wasn’t it? Did they raise money?

Mr. HUANG. No. No. I didn’t think so.

Mr. BURTON. What was the purpose of that organization?

Mr. HUANG. It is organization to just basically promote the mu-
tual understanding, you know, between the Chinese people and
also the American people. That’s one of them as far as I know.

Mr. BURTON. Before you went to the Department of Commerce,
did you ever work with any of them to raise money?

Mr. HUANG. Now, in terms of raising money for the organization
or raising money for other?

Mr. BURTON. For campaigns. Did you ever work with any of
these people in those organizations to raise money?

Mr. HUANG. To the best of my knowledge, I did not.

Mr. BURTON. None of those people were contributors to the DNC?

Mr. HUANG. No, I don’t know for fact. But not for me definitely
true.

Mr. BURTON. When you went to the DNC, did any of those people
contribute? I mean, pretty large contributions?

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Chairman, I take it back. Excuse me. I have to
tell the truth. The one member—that was before I became a mem-
ber of the Committee of 100 one member, Dr. Ky, did make con-
tribution in August 1992 event.

Mr. BURTON. Well, while you were at the Department of Com-
merce and you went over to the Stephens office, did you ever ask
anybody for money in phone calls from the Stephens office?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. BURTON. You're sure?

Mr. HUANG. I'm sure.

Mr. BURTON. OK. So you never made any calls that you recall.
You don’t recall calling the Lippo Group from the Stephens office,
and you don’t recall calling the Lippo Group or sending them faxes
from the Stephens office?

Mr. HUANG. I do not recall.

Mr. BURTON. So if we find that there were phone calls—what is
this here? Can we put this up on the board. Can I ask for 5 addi-
tional minutes? Without objection, so ordered. We do not have this
to put it up on the board.

We have here from July 19, 1994, through January 30, 1995,
there must be 30 or 40 faxes going to the Lippo in Hong Kong, di-
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rector of the Lippo Bank, Lippo Hong Kong, Lippo Pacific, director
of the Lippo Bank, Lippo Asia, Ltd., Lippo Pacific.

You don’t recall having any involvement with any of these?

Mr. HUANG. I do not recall. Let me stress that Stephens group
has some business. They used to be a partner between Lippo and
Stephens. They might have some business to do.

l\gr. BURTON. The man in charge was a man named Vernon Wea-
ver?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. BURTON. I intend to bring Mr. Weaver before the committee
and put him under oath. Now, Mr. Weaver was there when you
were there, was he not?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. BURTON. If I ask him if all of these faxes and phone calls
were from him to the Lippo Group, do you think he is going to say
that they were from him or somebody on his staff?

Mr. HUANG. I believe he would tell the truth, yeah.

Mr. BurTON. OK. Well, we'll find out. We will get in touch with
him.g would like to make a copy of this and have it put on the
record.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Mr. BURTON. Now let me ask you a couple of other questions.
You met a number of times with people from the People’s Republic
of China, the Communist Chinese Government, while you were at
the Department of Commerce, did you not? Did you have lunch
with them or dinner with any of them?

Mr. HUANG. I have lunch with some of the Embassy personnel,
yes.

Mr. BURTON. Do you remember how many times?

Mr. HUANG. I can’t recall. Probably it was not too many, no.

Mr. BURTON. Did you go to the Chinese Embassy?

Mr. HuANG. I did.

Mr. BURTON. How many times?

Mr. HUANG. Not too many. Probably on invitation basis for what-
ever event they had.

Mr. BURTON. Was it one time, five times?

Mr. HUANG. It is definitely more than one time, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. Do you remember what you talked about?

Mr. HuanG. No. It was a big gathering. Probably just saying
hello, that’s all. Meeting with various people. A lot of people were
there. It was big function.

Mr. BURTON. And you were at the Department of Commerce at
the time?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. BURTON. On January 19, 1995, your calendar reflects that
you met with the PRC Ambassador, Li Zhaoxing, for dinner. Do
you recall that?

Mr. HUANG. Can I read that, please?

Mr. BURTON. Yes, sure. Do we have that in his book? Where is
that? 167.

Mr. CoBB. Mr. Chairman, is that exhibit 167?

[Exhibit 167 follows:]
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Mr. BURTON. Exhibit 167, page 17.

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Chairman, as you indicated list on my calendar,
the secretary kept my calendars. There was a dinner over there.

Mr. BURTON. Do you know what you talked about on January 19,
1995, with the PRC Ambassador, Li Zhaoxing?

Mr. HUANG. If I remember correctly, there was an invitation
working through another Chinese-American community member,
who invited some of the Chinese American government officials to
have a dinner with Mr. Ambassador Li.

Mr. BURTON. Did you go?

Mr. HUANG. I did not go.

Mr. BURTON. You did not go?

Mr. HUANG. I did not go.

Mr. BURTON. On February 14, 1995, did you have a reception
with the People’s Republic of China Minister Counselor named
Ming? Did you go to that?

Mr. HUANG. This is on exhibit

Mr. BURTON. Exhibit 168. It is February the 15th.

[Exhibit 168 follows:]




3 Week Beginning
February

Y
MCNCAY 441 TUZSDAY, FEBRUARY 4 = ESCAY. FEBRUARY 15 48

LIS IRl
Rlo
S|

0
o

i
»le
oS

©

0
i
o

¢
o
e
§

&

&8

N o [aua
&
.

AR EREEEEAREEASE AR R RE R EREEEEEEEEE R Y Y LY




321

Mr. HUANG. I believe down below it says Wisconsin Avenue
maybe is the address?

Mr. BURTON. It says reception with the PRC Minister Counselor
Ming. Where was that located?

Mr. HUANG. Counselor Ming just opened up a separate office. It
was opening invitation to have a lot of people going over there.

Mr. BURTON. Do you recall what you talked about or anything,
or was it just a social event?

Mr. HUANG. It was a social event.

Mr. BURTON. On April 5th at 10 a.m., your calendar reflects Ms.
Zhu Yang, PRC Deputy Director for Ul I believe that is Far East
relation.

Did you go to that?

Mr. HUANG. I did not go to that. They came to me.

Mr. BURTON. What did you talk about?

Mr. HUANG. No, that was arranged, Mr. Chairman, by, I think,
AID. Some of the people from China, there was touring the United
States, that meeting was arranged by AID to come to visit me. It
was not my initiative, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Well, I see my time has expired. I will come back
to this later.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I want you to have the continuity
if you want to continue on. But if you wouldn’t mind, would you
yield to me just for a second or two to make some points for the
record?

Mr. BURTON. Sure.
| Mr. WAXMAN. I don’t want to take my 5 minutes, which I'll do
ater.

But the question of this Committee of 100, what is this group
again, Mr. Huang?

Mr. HUANG. It is Committee of 100. The basis is leading distin-
guished Chinese-Americans who form the groups after the
Tiananmen Square event in 1989, I think.

Mr. WAXMAN. The chairman said that this group is under some
suspicion. But I do want to point out in the Congressional Record
of March 22, 1994, Senator McCain said, and I am quoting from
Senator McCain’s record statement, “I have long admired the work
of the Committee of 100 and the very distinguished members that
represent it. The members of the Committee represent Chinese-
Americans from all over the Nation and across a wide range of po-
litical opinions and professions. To give my colleagues an idea of
the caliber of people making up the organization, I commend to
them the biographies of three members who recently visited my of-
fice, one of whom, Ms. Ming Shin Chu, is an Arizona resident. The
biographies are somewhat dated but I think they illustrate well the
competence of the Committee of 100 delegation.”

The second point I want to make is that the chairman said that
he was going to bring Mr. Weaver in to question whether you had
made those calls or not. As I recall, we deposed Mr. Weaver in the
last Congress, and I think we have asked those questions. So we
are checking to see whether we already know whether Mr. Weaver
has testified so we do not have to bring him in if he has already
testified on this subject. We will find out soon what he had to say,
and we will put that in the record. And, without objection, may I
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ask we put his testimony in the record on those points if you think
it is appropriate.

Mr. BURTON. We may bring Mr. Weaver. In fact, I plan to bring
Mr. Weaver in again because, according to my staff, the informa-
tion that we have now we did not have at that time and those
questions were not presented to him, especially on these lists of
phone calls and list of faxes that were sent. So we may have to talk
to him again. But I have no objection to putting it in the record.

Mr. WAXMAN. Let’s just withhold it and see what comes up with-
in the transcript.

Mr. BUrTON. That will be fine.

Mr. WAXMAN. Let me ask unanimous consent that the chairman
be given 10 minutes.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection.

Let me just say that, the Committee of 100, I do not want it to
appear as though we have cast aspersions on that organization.
What I was asking was whether or not any of those people, while
you were at the Department of Commerce were solicited and gave
money to the DNC or when you were at the DNC. And I believe
your answer was there was one individual but you did not solicit
any of them. Is that correct?

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Chairman, I believe what I was saying is back
in 1992 there was one individual, maybe even more than one indi-
vidual, at that time I was not even a Committee of 100 member
then, made a contribution to the candidate Clinton campaign at
that time.

Mr. BURTON. While you were at the Department of Commerce?

Mr. HUANG. While I was in Commerce, no. And while I was in
DNC, the answer is yes.

Mr. BURTON. You did?

Mr. HUANG. In DNC the answer is yes, probably about in one
event, maybe around few checks.

Mr. BURTON. Do you have any idea who those people were, how
many there were?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, I can give you at least at this time what I re-
member.

Mr. BURTON. What I would like to do is for the record if you
could give us the names and the amounts if you could recollect
those for us.

Mr. HUANG. Right now I can off my head give you one right now.
The lady Chen did give some money. The amount I don’t remem-
ber. That was September 1996 event in L.A.

Mr. BURTON. And you were with the DNC?

Mr. HUANG. I was with the DNC at that time.

Mr. BURTON. In any event, if you could give us those from the
100 group.

I want to followup and ask a question about that.

Mr. HUANG. Sure.

Mr. BURTON. Did you have any responsibility for China issues
when you were at Commerce? I mean, did you have any respon-
sibility or were you charged with the responsibility of dealing with
China on commerce issues, issues of that type?

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. BURTON. Why not?
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Mr. HUANG. Basically the territory was taken away and was
under the umbrella of Mr. Rothkopf, who was the deputy undersec-
retary.

Mr. BURTON. So they did not want you to be involved in com-
merce issues with China at that time?

That was not your responsibility, right?

Mr. HUANG. That was not my responsibility, that’s correct.

Mr. BURTON. So you had a number of meetings, and I will go
through these meetings again chronologically, but you had a num-
ber of meetings with people from the Chinese Embassy, with people
coming in and out from China. You had those meetings at the De-
partment of Commerce, at the Chinese Embassy and other places.
Why were you meeting with those people?

Mr. HuaNG. It was by invitation. Whenever there is a function
or event, I was invited to go, like other officials also receiving invi-
tation as well. I just went.

Mr. BURTON. Well, let’s go through these because some of these
I do not think they were widely attended events. Some of these
were just lunch or dinner with one or two people. Let’s go through
these.

Mr. HuaNG. OK.

Mr. BURTON. You reflected a meeting with Ambassador designate
to China, Jim Sasser. Do you remember what that meeting was
about?

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. BURTON. What was that about?

Mr. HuaNG. The meeting—at that time it was a designate Am-
bassador, it was not confirmed.

Mr. BURTON. That’s right.

Mr. HUANG. I had a few of the Committee of 100 members to
visit his temporary office at that time.

Mr. BURTON. So you took them over there?

Mr. HUANG. No, I did not. I came with the other members of the
Committee of 100 to go to see Mr. Sasser.

Mr. BUurTON. OK. On May 10, 1995, at 7 p.m., your calendar re-
flects you will had a meeting with Ambassador Li, China meeting.
Do you recall what that one was about?

Mr. HUANG. That is the same name, Ambassador Li, as the then-
Ambassador Li for the United States from People’s Republic of
China. That is a different Ambassador Li.

Mr. BURTON. OK. But do you know what that meeting was
about?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, I was advised by Committee of 100, Ambas-
sador Li used to be the Ambassador for China to Nepal but tem-
porary at that time was visiting the United States and various
countries. Since he was coming over to Washington they asked me
whether I could just extend the courtesy to meet with him and
have dinner with him.

Mr. BURTON. On September 21st, at 9:30 a.m., your calendar re-
flects Chinese delegation, Chinese State Planning Commission.
What was that meeting?

Chinese delegation, Chinese State Planning Commission.
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Mr. HUANG. I could not explain for sure right now. I did meet
with some of the Chinese delegations. People made arrangement to
come over to see me, I offered to meet with them.

Mr. BURTON. I know. But the point is you had no responsibilities
to deal with the Chinese Government or the Chinese people and
here you have an official delegation coming over and you met with
them and you do not recall what it was about?

Mr. HuaNG. It was not really an official delegation probably at
that time. Oh, say that again. I'm sorry. Sorry, one more time. Ex-
cuse me, I remember now. I'm sorry.

Apparently there was a delegation visit Commerce Department.
They would like to know how the Commerce Department’s organi-
zation is. I was not the only one being asked to meet with them.
I believe there was a deputy undersecretary for the economic and
statistics also was there trying to introduce the organization of the
Commerce Department. And it was done in the Commerce large
conference hall and I was there.

Mr. BURTON. On October 12th you took a taxicab to the residence
?f ‘g?he Chinese Ambassador. Do you know what you went over there

or?

Mr. HuANG. I was invited by a friend of mine who is the head
of the United States institute—not United States institute—Asian
Institute to go over there and see what he was doing and he was
inviting a lot of American businessmen to go there to the Ambas-
sador, that Ambassador was actually the deputy of the mission,
was not really the chief at that time, and just had a breakfast
there.

Mr. BURTON. Do you know what you talked about?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, I do.

Mr. BURTON. What did you talk about?

Mr. HUANG. I did not really say very much. I was asked ques-
tions at that time. Apparently the Ex-Im Bank at that particular
moment disapproved the loan, the financing of the Three Gorge
project in China and I was asked, you know, whether I have any
opinion on that.

Mr. BURTON. And what did you say?

Mr. HUANG. They said off record basis, Mr. Huang, can you ex-
press your thoughts on that.

Mr. BURTON. Uh-huh. But you had nothing to do with that issue
at the Commerce Department?

Mr. HUANG. No, I did not.

Mr. BURTON. But they were asking your opinion nevertheless?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. BURTON. While you were at Commerce, you met with Tin
Ming Wang, minister of counselor commercial affairs. Wang stated
that he had known the PRC Minister Wang since 1972. “Wang
sought out Huang for personal advice, he says. He was retiring and
wanted to know if Huang could give him a job in the private sec-
tor.”

Do you recall that meeting?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, I do.

Mr. BURTON. What was that about?

Mr. HuaNG. Basically, he was facing retirement age and he
asked me since I came from the private sector and also I know
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some of the groups in Asia whether I have any idea for him to con-
tinue his, you know, career. It’s a personal basis.

Mr. BURTON. At any of these receptions or dinners or anything
did you discuss anything of an official nature at all?

Mr. HUANG. No, except I was, you know, it’s not on official capac-
ity, not a government business.

Mr. BURTON. I am not asking that. Did you discuss anything of
an official nature at all?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Were you ever told specifically that you were to be
walled off from any China issues at the Department of Commerce?

Mr. HUANG. I did not know. I learned later on. I found out from
news account.

Mr. BURTON. Well, Undersecretary Garten stated, “Well, gen-
erally I didn’t want Huang working on anything regarding China,
and since China was such a high priority there was no chance that
with my knowledge he would have gotten close to it.”

So they expected you to stay away from the Chinese issues at the
Department of Commerce, and yet you met on a regular basis or
frequently with people from the Chinese Government and the Chi-
nese Embassy. Why was that?

Mr. HUANG. No, I visit the Chinese Embassy based on by invita-
tion. OK? The reason I did not have the territory is Mr. Garten
came into the Department of Commerce much earlier and already
took all those functions from Mr. Chuck Meissner, who was my as-
sistant secretary for my unit.

Mr. BURTON. You went to the International Trade Administra-
tion. Did you notify anyone at ITA that you would be attending this
event? Let’s see which event we are talking about.

Did you notify anybody at the ITA that you were going do any
of these events?

Mr. HuaNG. You're talking about all the events you were talking
about?

Mr. BURTON. Any of those events, the International Trade Ad-
ministration. Did you tell them that you were going to these events
over at the Chinese Embassy and meeting with these people?

Mr. HUANG. I didn’t believe so.

Mr. BURTON. Weren’t you supposed to do that? Weren’t you re-
quired to do that?

Mr. HuANG. I thought many of them was a social invitation.
Every now and then when we would receive those invitation we
were going.

Mr. BURTON. Were you authorized in any way to discuss any
commerce policies relating to China?

Mr. HUANG. I did not discuss any policy with China.

Mr. BURTON. Well, we have a whole list of meetings here with
Ambassador Li and a whole host of people. I have pages and pages
and pages of them. And it appears as though they were not all so-
cial events, some of them were lunches or dinners with individuals.
And these were all social?

Mr. HUANG. Principally those are, what you pointed out to me
just now.
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Mr. BURTON. You had an interview with the task force you de-
scribed in May 1995, breakfast with Zhou Wen Jong. Mr. Zhou was
an official at the Chinese Embassy; isn’t that right?

Mr. HUuANG. Yes. That’s the one you were referring on the taxi
fare?

Mr. BUurRTON. Uh-huh.

Mr. HUANG. I believe that was related to that.

Mr. BURTON. Did you talk about anything officially at that?

Mr. HUANG. No, except I just reported to you, you know, asked
my comment.

Mr. BURTON. About that project in China?

Mr. HUANG. Yeah, Three Gorge project.

Mr. BURTON. How was that project funded?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t know.

Mr. BURTON. Did the Department of Commerce have anything to
do with that project?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t think so.

Mr. BURTON. Did Lippo Group companies or partners have any
interest in the Three Gorge project?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir. Not that I know of, sir. I don’t believe so,
either.

Mr. BURTON. Did you have any other meetings that you have not
reported with Chinese officials other than what we have gone into
here?

Mr. HUANG. Sorry, I don’t recall. If I recall any, I'll definitely re-
port to you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. I would like to have a list of those if we can get
those.

Mr. HUANG. If I remember.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Shays.

Mr. SHAYS [presiding]. I yield my time to Mr. LaTourette.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you very much.

Mr. Huang, there was a movie a couple years ago called
“Groundhog’s Day” and there was an actor Bill Murray and I think
Andie McDowell and they kept coming back to this day in February
and revisiting it. And I apologize to you, but we’re just going to fin-
ish this business on February 19, 1996, if I can.

I was interested, just as an aside, about what a small world it
is. I had a chance to be in China a few years ago with the Trans-
portation Committee in a visit to the Three Gorges project because
it is an amazing thing not only in what it is going to represent for
hydroelectricity for China, but I was also fascinated with the fact
that a government could forcibly move a million people from one
place to another. But the former Speaker of the House had just
been over in that part of the world and he had made some remarks
that were interpreted to be supportive of Taiwan, and so the Chi-
nese Government canceled our plane from Beijjing to Xian, where
I understand we would have seen the project. But I'm sure that it
is coming along nicely and the people have been relocated and it
is going to be a really nice dam some day.

Going back to February 19th, I have two more contributions I
want to talk to you about and then I want to sort of wrap up what
happened on the 19th.
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There was a $12,500 contribution by an individual by the name
of Charles Chiang again. If we could put up exhibit 337, maybe if
you could refer to that and if we can put it on the screen. I would
ask you first of all are you acquainted with an individual by the
name of Charles Chiang?

[Exhibit 337 follows:]
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Mr. HUANG. May I take a look at it?

Mr. LATOURETTE. Sure.

Mr. HuaNG. Congressman, if this is the same Charlie Chiang I
know, then I know him. I'm going to say the Charlie Chiang of the
Chinese restaurant owner?

Mr. LATOURETTE. I believe he is associated with Mr. Trie is the
best connection. Do you know of Charles Chiang that is connected
with Mr. Trie?

Mr. HUANG. The only Charles Chiang there is quite a few Chi-
nese restaurant called Charlie Chiang’s restaurant.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Well, in this particular instance, this $12,500
check that was given for the event of February 19th, Mr. Chiang
has indicated to us that he received $6,500 directly back in a check
from Mr. Trie and then $6,000 in those travelers checks that I
showed you the other day.

Were you aware of that before I just said that?

Mr. HUANG. I was not aware of that, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Likewise, the next exhibit, it would be the
page after, No. 338, is a $25,000 contribution from an individual
by the name of Jack Ho. Were you acquainted with Mr. Ho before
this event?

[Exhibit 338 follows:]
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Mr. HUANG. I was not.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And the contribution actually is from a busi-
ness called J&M International. Did you know anything about that
business, J&M International, before that day?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. We have—again the information is that
$25,000 contribution was returned to Mr. Ho in these travelers
checks that came from Jakarta. Were you aware of that at any
time before I just said it?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. To wrap up, then, I haven’t been keeping a
running total, but I think that we have talked about the fact that
included in the money, did you raise $1 million on February 19th?

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. LATOURETTE. How much did you raise, do you remember?

Mr. HUANG. My recollection is probably $800 and some thousand
at that time.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. Of the $800 some thousand, I think that
you and I have gone through over the last couple of days close to
$200,000 of money that is interesting, to say the least, and inter-
esting in its connection to Mr. Charlie Trie. We talked about the
fact that a woman who makes $25,000 gave $12,500; we have
talked about a woman who wrote a check on a starter check. We
have talked about a couple of checks that were drawn on foreign
businesses to the tune of $12,500 in one case and $25,000 in an-
other case.

And I guess at the end of it we know today in the list of names
that I went over with you earlier in the hearing, we know today
that a number of illegal contributions were received for the benefit
of the Democratic National Committee as a result of that February
19, 1996, fundraiser, do we not? Not that you knew that they were
illegal when you accepted them. But I think it’s safe to say, and
we can quibble about whether it is $190,000 or $200,000, but close
to $200,000 of that money, at least, from just what we have been
talking about, were illegal contributions, right?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. Now I'm curious as to what sort of debrief-
ing, then, takes place after one of these events you did in 1996.
And I want to ask you if you had a meeting after the event with
a fellow by the name of Joe Sandler?

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Who, for the record, is Joe Sandler?

Mr. HUANG. He was general counsel for DNC.

Mr. LATOURETTE. What was the purpose of the meeting?

Mr. HUANG. As you indicated, that was my first fundraising
event and I was told by then the financial director Mr. Sullivan,
Richard Sullivan, to go over and see Mr. Joe Sandler and Mr.
Sandler actually wanted me to bring all the checks I collected and
let him review it.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And did you do that?

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. At that meeting did Mr. Sandler ask any ques-
tions about the checks?
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Mr. HUANG. He asked me about individual checks, whether you
know about these people, if he has any questions. For instance, the
question in general, is he a U.S. citizen that you know of? He has
a permanent residency? If it is a corporate check, he says, is it a
U.S. company, has U.S. revenue? Things like that. In many some
instances I did not know and I go back to find out.

Mr. LATOURETTE. How many checks roughly would you say you
collected for this event?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t know the exact numbers right now.

Mr. LATOURETTE. It would be less than 1,000, wouldn’t it?

Mr. HUANG. Definitely less than 1,000.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And he went through, as I understand what
you just said, he would go through this pile of checks and if he had
a question he would ask you a question or if you had something
to say you would say something about it?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And the question was focused on whether or
not the contributor was a U.S. citizen or a legal resident?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And also if it was a corporate contributor that
had an address outside of the United States, whether or not this
business had sufficient U.S. profits to cover the cost of the dona-
tion? Those would be typical of the questions that were asked?

Mr. HuaNG. I don’t specifically recall that he asked the company
has a foreign address on the check.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I never knew the word “vetting” until I came
to Washington, DC, but I think we call that vetting checks. During
this vetting process that you had with Mr. Sandler, were any of the
illegal contributions close to $200,000 in contributions, illegally ob-
tained or given at that event, were any of those identified during
this meeting with you and Mr. Sandler?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir, not in that event.

Mr. LATOURETTE. In response to his questions that he would ask
you, for instance, is this person a U.S. citizen, and you did not
know the answer, what process or steps did you go through to get
the information to get back to him?

Mr. HuaNG. If there was a question being asked, if I know for
sure about the contributor, then I would answer directly. If not, I
would find out who actually is the solicitor and I would go to ask
them.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Chairman, I see that my yielding time has
expired.

Mr. SHAYS [presiding]. Mr. Souder, you have the floor.

Mr. SOUDER. I yield my time to Mr. LaTourette.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you, Mr. Souder.

I just want to finish this line of questioning, because I have
heard you say over the last couple of days that you didn’t know
that certain contributions were illegal. I think when Mr. Waxman
was saying what is suspected and what is proven, what is proven
today is that a number of these contributions at this event were
illegal. They were given by people that weren’t qualified to make
contributions to political parties in this country for a variety of rea-
sons.
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So that, I think, is proven, and if anybody disagrees with me,
they can take it up with us a little bit later.

But this process, there are two ways that you can approach that.
I mean, you can say, I didn’t know, which you have said. You can
also say, nobody ever did anything to try and find out, sort of the
political contributing equivalent of don’t ask, don’t tell. I mean, I
have a check; yep, it looks like a starter check; yep, I know it came
from a woman who only makes $25,000, but if I only ask the ques-
tions as to whether or not this person is a U.S. citizen or a corpora-
tion or a person that has sufficient U.S. property, then I guess we
will never know whether or not contributions are obtained illegally.

Earlier, when somebody was asking you about, you have to fill
out on some of these FEC forms where a person works, and if you
can’t find it out, for instance, you put—“best efforts” is I think
what your lawyer told you, we put best efforts in that instance.

Can you describe to the committee what the best efforts were by
you? And you were what, a vice chair of the finance department of
the Democratic National Committee? What best efforts did you put
forth in vetting these checks from the February 19, 1996, fund-
raiser as to whether or not these were contributions that could be
legally obtained by a major political party in this country?

Mr. HUANG. I recall that in the event I don’t have any address,
I try to find out the address, because most of these people were in-
dividual. That was the information I try to complete, as much as
I could, on a check-tracking form.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. But aside from the address—where these
people lived isn’t the problem; the problem with these contributions
is that they were conduit contributions, they were made by people
that couldn’t make them lawfully. They were made with money
that came from foreign countries in violation of our laws.

What best efforts did you use to determine—today we know that
one-quarter of the money that you raised at least, and maybe I
don’t quite have the stuff down, but just from the questions you
and I have talked about over the last 2 days, 25 percent of the
money that you raised at this event was illegal, couldn’t have been
given. I am interested to know what you did, as a high-ranking of-
ficial in the Democratic National Committee, to vet these checks,
to determine whether or not what we know today you could have
decided back in 1996 and given the money back.

Just so you don’t think I am picking on the Democratic National
Committee, I think this is an important thing because there needs
to be, as Mr. Shays and Mr. Waxman and the rest of the Congress
looks at our campaign finance laws, obviously we have to punish
and prosecute people, as you have been punished and prosecuted
for violating the laws we have today. But I can’t believe that we
can just have a system in this country where you say, well, we are
going to rake in a bunch of cash at a fundraiser, and if we don’t
ask the right questions, then come catch us to figure out if they
were legal contributions or illegal contributions.

So what responsibility did you take and did this Joe Sandler take
to determine as to one out of every four checks you got was bad.
What did you do about it? What did you try to do about it to find
out if people could give money?

[Discussion off the record.]
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Mr. HUANG. Congressman, as I reported to you, I did later on
spot two of the checks, as I reported to you, which I find out was
not proper; and I also vetted those checks with the general counsel,
Joe Sandler, you know, whatever the checks I had at the time and
given to me. And I filled out a check-tracking form to the best I
can. I could—afterwards, whatever process I did not know, I did
not really do personally, you know, on that.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Well, one of the checks we talked about that
came from the partnership that Mr. Trie was involved in with Mr.
Ng came in on the 29th, 10 days after the event.

Mr. HUANG. You are talking about the Daihatsu

Mr. LATOURETTE. I am. Was that particular check, was that
given to you before or after your meeting with Mr. Sandler?

Mr. HUANG. I believe that was after.

Mr. LATOURETTE. There is an example of—I mean, today we
know that Charlie Trie got that money from Mr. Ng. That, again,
is one of those proven things, it is not one of those out there in the
air. It could be; we know that based upon the bank records. We
know that that is an illegal contribution.

I am interested to know, since that came after the vetting meet-
ing that you had with the general counsel of the Democratic Na-
tional Committee, what did you do, as a vice chair of the DNC, to
check that check out? What did you do?

Mr. HUANG. I did not check out. The Daihatsu was Mr. Charlie
Trie’s business and Mr. Charlie Trie is very established that DNC
was fundraiser before. I did not really do any further checking on
that.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you very much. I appreciate the yield-
ing of time.

Mr. SHAYS. The gentleman has his own time now, if he would
like to use it.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I would be happy to claim my own time and
yield it to my good friend, Mr. Ose.

Mr. OsE. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Huang, I am particularly interested in the events surround-
ing two particular fundraisers, the first being on November 2, 1995
and the second being—pardon me while I turn my page here—the
events surrounding a fundraiser for Congressman Jackson.

The questions I have deal—I just want to run through a couple
of questions I have.

Do you recall the event of November 2, 1995? It is an Asian Pa-
cific American event at the Mayflower Hotel with Vice President
Gore?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, I do, sir.

Mr. OSE. Who was the first person to tell you about that event?

Mr. HUANG. I believe was director of the DNC for Asian Pacific
American Affairs of DNC, I think it is Mona Pasquil.

Mr. OSE. And when did that—do you recall when that conversa-
tion took place—with you and Ms. Pasquil?

Mr. HUANG. It could be over the phone and also—we also had a
meeting and also had lunch together later on.

Mr. OSE. Generally, would that have been in September 1995?
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Mr. HUANG. I would tend to think probably even early September
or could be late September. Most likely it would be early October,
I think.

Mr. OsE. The Asian Pacific American event, what was the format
or the context of that event?

Mr. HUANG. Essentially trying to form, if I could best understand
it, is the Asian American community would like—under the DNC
would formalize such a council, so hopefully we can begin working
on Asian Pacific American issues and raising money through the
Asian American community.

Mr. OsSE. Was this a lunch and a dinner, or just a lunch or just
a dinner?

Mr. HUANG. I believe that event, Congressman, was a dinner.

Mr. OSE. And the solicitation that was made for attending the
dinner was X number of dollars, or what?

Mr. HUANG. My best recollection was $10,000 a head. At least a
target on that basis, sir.

Mr. OSE. So that the approach was that if you wanted to join the
Asian Pacific Council and attend this dinner, you had to write a
check for $10,000?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct, basically.

Mr. OSE. And the beneficiary of the $10,000 contribution was?

Mr. HUANG. I believe was the DNC.

Mr. Ose. OK. And you told me that—well, you suggested and I
want to make sure I understood, who was organizing the event for
the DNC? Was that Mona Pasquil?

Mr. HUANG. She was at least one of them. There were some other
people as well in helping out.

Mr. OSE. Do you recall who they were?

Mr. HUANG. It could be Sam Newman was another one. I think
Mr. Mercer also was helping out.

Mr. Osk. Now, you are familiar with the event. Did you help Ms.
Pasquil at the event in terms of setting it up?

Mr. HUuANG. Oh, no, not in terms of setting up. She and I had
lunch and tried to give my opinion how she might be able to work
on that.

Mr. OsE. And what kind of questions was she asking?

Mr. HUuANG. She had—that was her first position in doing this.
This was going to be the first event for Asian Pacific Americans at
that time, and I did not want personally—as a member of the
Asian American community, I did not want to see that thing fail
and look very bad; and politically I did not want to see our congres-
sional leader, which is Mr. Matsui, look bad either on that part.

Mr. Ose. What kind of suggestions did you make? I mean, I can
understand the advice that she was seeking from you. I mean, that
is perfectly logical. What type of help did she ask you for?

Mr. HUANG. First, most specifically refer some names to her, you
know, she might be able to contact.

Mr. Osk. Identifying people that she could contact to either at-
tend and/or contribute money to the cause?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct, sir.

Mr. Ose. OK. Was anyone else at the lunch?

Mr. HUANG. No. That was still Mr.——

Mr. Osk. Excuse me. That was lunch or dinner?
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Mr. HUANG. Sam Newman was there too.

Mr. OSE. Sam Newman was there. And is Mr. Newman a fund-
raiser for the DNC?

Mr. HUANG. I believe he was at that time, yes.

Mr. Ose. OK. And this is late September or early October 19957

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. OseE. OK. Did you have a private conversation with Ms.
Pasquil at that luncheon where you asked Mr. Newman to excuse
himself?

Mr. Huang. I did.

Mr. OsE. Why was that?

Mr. HuANG. Ms. Pasquil apparently had some difficulty in work-
ing around the Asian Pacific American communities, so that is why
I encourage her, more or less, giving her some general advice in
working with the community.

Mr. OsE. For what purpose was Mr. Newman asked to leave that
particular portion of the conversation?

Mr. HUANG. That was basically very personal matter. That was
also the first—I believe it was the first time that Ms. Pasquil was
able to—was working at the DNC for this political event—political
role, rather.

Mr. OSE. After Mr. Newman left, what did you and she discuss?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t know specifically, but basically trying to en-
courage her, you know, to work around—it is very hard to work
around our community. You know, you lump Asian Pacific Amer-
ican community as one. Actually, there are Japanese; Korean; Chi-
nese, even among Chinese there are different groups, Indo-Chinese;
and Indians—all of these things, getting very complicated.

Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, I see that the time that Mr. LaTourette
yielded——

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask unanimous con-
sent that the gentleman be given 5 additional minutes. I don’t
want him to be interrupted in the middle of his questioning.

Mr. OstE. That would be Mr. LaTourette getting the additional 5
minutes? I haven’t yet claimed my own time. Are we on my time
right now?

Mr. BURTON [presiding]. Do you need 5 more minutes right now?

Mr. WAXMAN. Whoever’s time it is, I am asking that you be given
an additional 5 minutes.

Mr. Oskt. All right. I appreciate that. Thank you, Mr. Waxman.

After Mr. Newman left, you talked with Ms. Pasquil about a
number of things. Did you talk about fundraising specifically?

Mr. HUANG. No. I don’t recall specifically, except I mentioned to
you, you know, along the line I refer some names. But essentially,
Ms. Pasquil was encountering some difficulty in doing the job and
she was at the point of tears. Most of the time I offer some encour-
agement, you know, to her.

Mr. OSeE. Were you in—I am a little bit curious about this. Did
you kind of play a mentor role there with Ms. Pasquil?

Mr. HUANG. I would never take that role, sir. I am unworthy. I
would not claim to be a mentor for anybody. I am learning things
every day, sir.

Mr. Osk. Did David Mercer ask you to help out for this event on
November 2nd?
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Mr. HUANG. Not at that particular time.

Are you talking about that meeting?

Mr. OSE. Yes.

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. Ose. He was not at the lunch with Ms. Pasquil or Mr. New-
man?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. Osk. OK. But at that time he had not asked you to help with
the event scheduled for November 2nd?

Mr. HUANG. No. At that period of time, no.

Mr. OSE. You suggest that he subsequently did contact you about
it?

Mr. HUANG. When the event is getting very close, the number did
not come with the expectation. I did receive a call from Mr. Mercer.
He said, John, you've got to come out and help a little bit, meaning
help out giving some more names or something, give more encour-
agement to some of the people I know.

Mr. Ose. OK. So Mercer calls you and says, we need your par-
ticular expertise here within the Asian Pacific community, further
than what we have to date; and part of that role was to identify
other individuals, for instance, who might be able to attend the
dinner and contribute the money. Is that correct?

Mr. HuANG. That is basically correct. However, the names al-
ready being known to the DNC, is already there. It is just the re-
sponses did not come. The positive responses did not come yet.

Mr. OSE. That really leaves—I mean, I found that if you have the
right person asking the right question at the right time, you get
a different answer than having the wrong person asking the right
question at the right time.

And what I am curious about is, from a comparative sense, rel-
ative to Ms. Pasquil asking individuals to contribute, was she the
wrong person asking the right question at the right time compared
with you asking the same question of the right person at the right
time, or were you closing these deals, so to speak?

Mr. HUANG. No. That was not the situation, to close deals. She
]};ad made some success already. You know, just need more num-

ers.

Mr. OSE. And you were brought in to help increase the numbers?
f‘1%\/11'. Huanag. Well, increase the encouragement to more people to

ill up.

Mr. Osk. If I understand correctly, Mr. Mercer—Mr. Newman
concluded separately that Ms. Pasquil’s efforts, however note-
worthy, were just not sufficient for this particular event, and then
they approached you for additional assistance?

Mr. HUANG. Yes. I was getting call from him, yes, for this.

Mr.? OsE. Did anyone else from the DNC contact you about this
event?

Mr. HUANG. I could not recall right now, Congressman, except to
say Newman, you know, the person I mentioned earlier.

Mr. OSE. Who was at the lunch with Ms. Pasquil?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct, sir.

Mr. OsE. Did you contact anyone about this event?

Mr. HuANG. I did.

Mr. OSE. And who might that have been?
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Mr. HUANG. The one I can remember more clearly was the lady
called Chong Lo. I believe she was in San Francisco at that time.

Mr. OSE. She is an American citizen?

Mr. HUANG. I believe she was, yes, sir.

Mr. OSE. I mean if she was, I hope she still is, so——

Mr. HUANG. Yes, she is.

Mr. Osk. Did you talk to Charlie Trie about this?

Mr. HUANG. I did, also.

Mr. OStE. And what did you ask Charlie Trie, if anything, to do
regarding this November 2nd

Mr. HuaNG. This is the first one and, hopefully, everybody can
help out, you know.

Mr. OsE. Did you ask Mr. Trie to contact some others regarding
this event? Specific people?

Mr. HuaNG. Not specific. Probably—if there were any specific
people I mentioned about, probably would be Charlie Chiang, you
know, the man that was mentioned, the restaurateur, whom I hap-
pened to know him because Charlie also graduate from the same
high school as I am, but he was much closer to Charlie Trie. You
know, they have refer to bring some people like Charlie, some other
people to come in.

Mr. Oste. Did you speak with, or did you contact Pauline
Kanchanalak?

Mr. HUANG. I did also.

Mr. Osk. Regarding this event?

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Congressman, let me clarify certain things. The event they want
did not really come out with a lot of numbers, but somehow,
around the oval table in the rooms, I recommend to invite some of
the people who already made contribution to DNC in the past to
join for the dinner. And Pauline Kanchanalak was one of them. I
believe Charlie was also one of them.

Mr. OSE. And Mr. Trie did attend the dinner?

Mr. HUANG. I believe he did, yes.

Mr. Oste. OK. Going back to Chong Lo, what did you ask her to
do for the event?

Mr. HUANG. I asked her to support. She was already known as
a good fundraising among Democratic circle in the past.

Mr. OsSgE. Mr. Chairman, I see my time has expired.

Mr. WAXMAN. I ask unanimous consent if the gentleman wishes
additional time to pursue his inquiry that he get another 5 min-
utes.

Mr. Osk. I again thank my good friend from California.

What did you ask Pauline Kanchanalak to do? Just to attend the
dinner?

Mr. HUANG. Just asked her to attend, yes.

Mr. OsE. Did she attend the dinner?

Mr. HUANG. She did.

Mr. OsE. Did she do anything else besides? Did she sell tickets?
Did she identify additional people?

Mr. HuANG. No. For that particular event, she did not. I don’t
know that she did. I don’t think so, no.

Mr. OsE. All right.

Do you know Ramesh Kapur?
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Mr. HUANG. I know the person is from the Indian community.

Mr. Osk. Regarding this November 2nd event, did you contact
him regarding the event?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t believe so, no, sir.

Mr. OsE. How about George Chiang?

Mr. HUANG. George Chiang is—the one from the Taiwanese com-
munity in Virginia is the one we are talking about, sir? If that
same one, I did not. He has been—if I can recollect, he had been
active in the circle also.

Mr. Ost. How about George Chaudry?

Mr. HUANG. George

Mr. Osk. Dr. and Mrs. George Chaudry, I should say. Were they
part of the people that you talked with about this event?

Mr. HUANG. Someone from New York from the Indian commu-
nity as well?

Mr. OsE. It is clearly Indian, yes.

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. Ost. How about Paresh Shah?

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. OSE. Asha Putli?

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. OsE. Teddy Chan, was she on her list?

Mr. HUANG. Is last name C-H-A-N?

Mr. OsE. Yes.

Mr. HUANG. No. Not from me, no.

Mr. OSE. Maeley Tom?

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. OsE. Ashok Bhatt?

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. OsE. David Kim?

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. OsE. Sant Chatwal.

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. Ost. Kaz Nakagawa?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t think so, no. No.

Mr. Ost. How about Howard Hom?

Mr. HUANG. Not from me, although I know Howard, yes.

Mr. OsSt. How about Gelli Borromeo?

Mr. HUANG. I know her, but not from me, no.

Mr. OSE. Sharon Singh?

Mr. HUANG. Not from me, no.

Mr. Ose. OK. I want to—I would like to go in a little bit of a
different direction. You were at this point—you were in the Depart-
ment of Commerce for—when did you—I know someone asked you
this question earlier.

You actually started your employment at the Department of
Commerce when?

Mr. HUANG. July 18, 1994.

Mr. OStE. When I came to Congress, I had a number of briefings
about what I could or couldn’t do as a Member of Congress. Does
the Department of Commerce offer that to their employees relative
to either the Hatch Act, political behavior, or ethics?

Mr. HUANG. There were some memo coming to me for that, yes.
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Mr. OSE. So you did receive some advisement from the Depart-
ment of Commerce as to what you could or couldn’t do?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. OskE. Now, I notice that you had a meeting with Harold Ickes
regarding the November 2nd event, is that correct, or am I remem-
bering incorrectly?

Mr. HUANG. I am sorry. Congressman, can you repeat that again,
please, sir?

Mr. OsE. I stand corrected. Let me rephrase my question.

Did you have a discussion with Harold Ickes during the time of
your employment at the Department of Commerce regarding a
campaign by Jesse Jackson, Jr.?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, I did.

Mr. OSE. What was the substance of that conversation with Mr.
Ickes?

Mr. HUANG. The key thing, Congressman, the conversation was
purpose for other matter, these things came about during our
phone conversation. I cannot really repeat exact words, but I can
give you the general gist of that.

Mr. OseE. What was the substance of that telephone conversation?

Mr. HUANG. He say, can you—to see if I could do something in
the Asian American community to come up with $10,000 or $15,000
for Mr. Jackson’s campaign.

Mr. OSE. At this time—was Mr. Ickes at the DNC at this time?

Mr. HUANG. No. I believe he was at the White House, the deputy
chief of staff.

Mr. Osk. So the deputy chief of staff—well, let me ask the ques-
tion differently.

Did you call Mr. Ickes or did Mr. Ickes call you?

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. HuaNG. That is a call, as I said, that the subject was—the
original purpose was for something else, but this came about dur-
ing the conversation. I did not call him, but he called me on that.

Mr. OsE. He called you?

Mr. HUANG. That’s right.

Mr. Ose. OK. The thing that I am curious about is that the dep-
uty chief of staff—well, where did he call you from? He called you
from the White House? Is that what I heard you say a few mo-
ments ago?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t know where he exactly call me from. I as-
sume he call me from the White House.

Mr. Ose. Well, I am not going to make that assumption. I am
kind of curious.

So the deputy chief of staff at the White House calls you during
the term of your employment at the Department of Commerce—did
he call you at your Commerce office?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. OSE. So you were in a Federal position at that time and he
asked you to assist with fundraising in a congressional campaign?
That is a question, I should say. That is not a statement; it is a
question.

Did he ask you to assist at that time with fundraising?

Mr. HUANG. Excuse me 1 second.

[Discussion off the record.]
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Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I notice the gentleman’s time has
expired, and I would like to ask unanimous consent that he be
given an additional 5 minutes to continue his inquiry.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection.

Mr. OsE. Thank you, Mr. Waxman.

Mr. HUANG. Congressman, to answer your question, yes, he did.

Mr. OsSE. From your understanding of the briefing when you first
went to work at the Department of Commerce or the ethics memos
that might have otherwise come, is that an allowed activity?

Mr. HUANG. He—my understanding was he was not asking me
to give contribution, he ask me, you know, to find out whether
Asian community can do that. I was willing to help at that time.

Mr. OsE. So he called to ask you to solicit support within the
Asian American community, rather than asked you for a contribu-
tion directly?

Mr. HUANG. Not solicit, to find out from the community whether
they can come up with something, because I am from Asian Amer-
ican community. The perception was, I might have known some-
body, might be able to do something.

Mr. OsE. I am a little confused now. Let me back up a little bit.

The deputy chief of staff calls you in your Department of Com-
merce office and asks you to identify, talk to, visit with members
of the Asian Pacific community about fundraising? I mean, I am
unclear on the concept here about what this particular portion of
the discussion was about.

Mr. HuaNG. Congressman, let me put down to the point where
I did not feel comfortable. I probably know it is wrong to do that.
OK? That is the nutshell for that. I was not sure on that.

Mr. OsE. I appreciate your saying that because I do have a copy
of the Hatch Act here, and unfortunately, I am not going to be able
to ask Mr. Ickes this same question. But I am just trying to under-
stand. I mean, at the congressional level, the sanctions are pretty
severe as to someone in my office or me engaging in that kind of
an activity, which you might say has a rather significantly high
smudge factor; it is kind of indeterminate to do that out of my con-
gressional office.

I am trying to understand how it is that in your case, in this con-
versation with Mr. Ickes, that you could ever have gotten this far
on the telephone or in person sitting in your Department of Com-
merce office, especially having had the training from the memos
and the—and what have you from your personal testimony, and
certainly Mr. Ickes having enjoyed the same benefit.

Mr. HUANG. I did not understand you. Could you repeat the
question? I am sorry about that.

Mr. OsE. If somebody calls me up and says, I want you to do this,
that, or the other thing, and it is vague—I mean, I understand
what they are asking me to do, but they are purposely vague about
the specifics; well, frankly, I understand the law from the briefings
and memorandums that have been given to me as a Member of
Congress what I can and can’t do, and clearly, you at least now un-
derstand the import of those things.

I am just trying to understand where Mr. Ickes was coming from
and what light you can shed on what his perspective was regarding
that same activity. Because if it is not appropriate for you to do it
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from your Department of Commerce office, it certainly seems inap-
propriate for the deputy chief of staff at the White House to ask
you to do something inappropriate.

Mr. HUANG. I express my feeling that it was not proper. I don’t
know what Mr. Ickes was feeling at that time.

Mr. Ose. After the conversation, did you followup on what Mr.
Ickes asked you to do?

Mr. HUANG. I did. I did not really do it immediately, though.
Later on, it did come through, I did do something.

Mr. OSE. And the result of the—we are not going to use the word
“solicitation,” because you are not comfortable with that. I might
use that, but you are not comfortable with it.

But the contacts that you made subsequent to that call resulted
in some benefit to Congressman—then Candidate Jackson’s cam-
paign?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. OsE. I have to think about this, Mr. Chairman. Can we come
back on a next round? I yield back.

Mr. BURTON. Well, before you yield back, if you would yield to
me quickly.

Mr. OsE. Certainly.

Mr. BURTON. How much money did you raise for Mr. Jackson’s
campaign?

Mr. HuaNGg. Mr. Chairman, if I remember correctly, the total
amount, including the money from me personally and my wife, is
about $7,000.

Mr. BURTON. $7,000?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, sir.

Mr. BURTON. How much was from you and your wife?

Mr. HUANG. In total, about $1,000; $500 each.

Mr. BURTON. About $3,000. So you raised——

Mr. HUANG. No. $1,000, in total. $500 each.

Mr. BURTON. About $1,000. So you raised $6,000 from other
sources?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. BURTON. Did you collect that money yourself? Did you get
the checks?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, I did.

Mr. BURTON. Did you turn them over to the DNC or to Mr. Jack-
son’s campaign?

Mr. HUANG. I deliver to the office on K Street somewhere. I be-
lieve that was related to Mr. Jackson’s.

Mr. BURTON. When you did that, were you aware that you were
violating the Hatch Act or possibly violating the Hatch Act?

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. HuaNG. Mr. Chairman, I certainly did not feel very com-
fortable in doing that, but I did not know for sure in that.

Mr. BURTON. When you talked to Mr. Ickes, did you tell Mr.
Ickes that you thought that this was something you should not do?

Mr. HUANG. I did not.

Mr. BURTON. What did Mr. Ickes say to you?

Mr. HUANG. He basically, as I said

Mr. BURTON. I know, but I want you to be a little bit more spe-
cific. What did he say, do you recall?
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Mr. HUANG. He basically say, can you run up, you know, $10,000
or $15,000 for the Asian community for Mr. Jackson’s campaign;
and he say, you need to be careful about this—something in that
language, “careful.”

Mr. BURTON. He said be careful about it?

Mr. HUANG. Be sensitive about it.

Mr. BURTON. What do you think he meant by “be sensitive about
it?”

Mr. HuaNG. The reason there was a primary election, you know,
there was different candidates running for that seat. I can sense
that probably he didn’t want people to know somebody is siding one
against another among the Democratic candidates.

Mr. BURTON. You don’t think he meant you are treading on the
law and maybe you shouldn’t be doing this?

Mr. HUANG. At least I did not think of it that way.

Mr. BURTON. But he could have meant that, couldn’t he?

Mr. HuanNG. I have no reason to believe that was the case
though, sir, no.

Mr. BURTON. OK. The gentleman can continue the next round,
I guess.

Mr. WaXMAN. Well, Mr. Chairman, if the Members won’t mind,
I would like to take some of my 5-minute round.

Mr. Osk. I would yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman is entitled to his 5-minute round,
and if he needs extra time, we can accommodate him.

Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Yesterday I talked about the issue of David Wang. David Wang
was the gentleman to whom we gave immunity. He testified, and
he said after we gave him immunity that Mr. Huang had come and
given him money to pay for a contribution he had given to the
Democrats, and then we at that time established that Mr. Huang
was not in Los Angeles, but in New York. We established it seems
to me, very, very clearly that Mr. Wang was not accurate in his
statement; yet, even though this accusation has turned out to be
false that Mr. Wang made against Mr. Huang, no one seems to be
willing to admit that there was a mistake, that there was an accu-
sation that turned out to be unsubstantiated.

Well, I want to show a video, if I might, from CBS Television.
It was a news show.

[Video shown.]

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, that was from
April 1997. Here it is December 1999. We now have the 302s,
which are the interviews by the FBI checking into some of these
allegations, and I would like to have distributed to other Members
the FBI interview notes with Representative Solomon, who made
these accusations. I think that is going to be distributed.

I want to read from this interview with Mr. Solomon, because the
FBI wanted to find out what Mr. Solomon knew.

He

Began the interview by stating that at no time has he ever been the recipient of
classified information from the Department of Commerce. He tries to avoid receiving
any type of classified information so that he is not hindered when speaking by a

fear of revealing information that is classified. All classified documents received by
the House are directed to the House Committee on Intelligence. If there was some-
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thing that he believed that he needed to review, he would go to that committee and
review the information there.

Then the FBI report said,

At this point, Congressman Solomon advised that he did not have a copy of the
art%c%e in question. Therefore, the relevant portion of the article was read to him
as follows,

and then they read back to him:

I have received reports from government sources that say there are electronic
intercepts, electronic intercepts which provide evidence confirming what I suspected
all along, that John Huang committed economic espionage and breached our na-
gonal security bypassing classified information to his former employer, the Lippo

roup.

Congressman Solomon recalled that a Senate staffer at either a Senate or a House
reception told him that he (the staffer) had received confirmation that a Department
of Commerce employee had passed classified information to a foreign government.
It was Congressman Solomon’s understanding that the staffer meant John Huang
and that the information went to China. However, the staffer did not say that.

Then—that was what he said on August 28, 1997. He also said
that he “could not recall the staffer’s name, but he might recognize
him if he saw him again.”

Well, then on February 25, 1998, the FBI further asked Mr. Solo-
mon about this, and Congressman Solomon advised,

He does not know this individual’s name and he has not seen him again. He ad-
vised that the statement made by this Senate staffer was something to the effect
that, “Congressman, you might like to know that you were right, there was someone
at Commerce giving out information.”

Congressman Solomon described this staffer as a male in his 30’s or early 40’s,
approximately 5 foot, 10 inches tall with brownish hair. This occurred in the hall-
way of the Rayburn Building while Congressman Solomon was either going to or
returning from a reception.

Now, I know Jerry Solomon and consider him a friend, and I
don’t think he meant to hurt anybody particularly, but when you
have an accusation like this made—it was on national television,
the accusation was on the front page of the L.A. Times—and what
is the basis for this accusation?

The basis appears to be some unidentified person saying some-
thing to him at a reception, in or out of a reception in the Capitol.
He doesn’t remember the staffer and he doesn’t have anything spe-
cific that ties Mr. Huang into anything along the lines of giving in-
formation from the Department of Commerce to China.

I just want to raise this to illustrate the fact that Members of
Congress particularly, and everyone, should feel some restraint in
making allegations that are so inflammatory. The truth never quite
catches up with the headlines.

Mr. Huang has admitted yesterday and today that he committed
what amounted to a felony in terms of giving a conduit campaign
contribution, but he has denied all of these other accusations that
have had such widespread reporting in the major media for the last
3 years.

Where do you go to ever correct the record? Where do you go to
point out that the accusations that were made just turned out not
to have been true, not to have been substantiated? And it just
seems to me that when accusations are made by Members of Con-
gress for whatever reasons—including the fact that they may bene-
fit a particular party politically by attacking President Clinton and
his administration—that when you find out that the allegations
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have no substantiation, people ought to be willing to say they were
wrong.

I said yesterday if some of these accusations turn out to be true
and we have evidence for them, I will admit that I was wrong, but
I haven’t heard anybody, the chairman or anybody else who has
made these inflammatory accusations, ever admit their error. Mr.
Solomon maybe will want to do something about this now, although
he is not in Congress anymore, but he did talk to the FBI on two
separate occasions, and despite his inflammatory accusations of
what hints at treason by Mr. Huang, pretty serious stuff, it turned
out that it was gossip from somebody he didn’t really know about
somebody that wasn’t clearly identified, from an individual who
was in his 30’s or 40’s that he saw outside going in or out of a cock-
tail party.

I raise that point, and I think we ought to try to learn from it,
because we are supposed to be responsible people in the Congress
of the United States, and I hope we would recognize our respon-
sibility and take it seriously.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Will the gentleman yield to me for just a sec-
ond?

Mr. WAXMAN. Yes, I would be happy to yield.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you very much. In the spirit of what
you are saying, I would like to ask a question. Maybe you know
and maybe the chairman knows. I have read the 302 that you are
referring to, Congressman Solomon or Chairman Solomon in the
hallway with a staffer, but in his 302 he talks about the fact that
his information may have also come from an NBC Worldwide
broadcast alert, and then I had the chance to read that while you
were talking.

The thing that is of interest to me is that the allegation I saw
Congressman Solomon make on television was that this was infor-
mation that was collected by U.S. listening stations. According to
this NBC article, at least, a staffer, again familiar with intelligence
matters, indicates that it was picked up at U.S. electronic eaves-
dropping sites targeted on trans-Pacific communications.

I remember yesterday when the chairman was making observa-
tions about Senator Lieberman as well, who had made some obser-
vations about classified information being passed on, concerning in-
telligence matters that were collected by these listening stations. I
am wondering, were those the same things, or something else?

Mr. WAxXMAN. Well, I don’t know. We have seen already in the
press, statements that there were intelligence intercepts of discus-
sions by people in the People’s Republic of China talking about how
to try to influence the Congress and get more involved in lobbying
and whatever. We know about that report. But Mr. Solomon said
that he had information from an intercept. That was where his
statements on television came from, from an intercept, an elec-
tronic intercept.

Now, Mr. Solomon, he has knowledge that if he were in receipt
of electronic intercepts, it would be a violation of national security
laws to release that information to the press. And he said in this
interview that he didn’t have any classified information from the
Department of Commerce; and then he proudly told the FBI, I
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don’t—I try “to avoid receiving any type of classified information so
that he is not hindered when speaking by a fear of revealing infor-
mation that is classified.” He said, if he were going to get classified
information, he would go to the intelligence community.

But the key point here is that Mr. Solomon, who made this alle-
gation, might have been sincere in making it, but he apparently
had no information. He was basing his allegation on gossip, and
that is what is so disturbing to me.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Will the gentleman yield further? I would just
like to make a request of you as the ranking member and also the
chairman.

I think that—I have heard Mr. Huang over the last couple of
days indicate that this didn’t happen. I think it is a very serious
allegation. If there is, in fact, evidence in the control of the U.S.
Government that information was—and it has been picked up by
listening stations or intelligence services or anybody else—that an
official within the Commerce Department was transferring classi-
fied information to a foreign entity, I think that is treason, and I
would hope that understanding the issues of national security—but
for crying out loud, if this was in fact happening, as Senator
Lieberman apparently had some observations to make about it,
Congressman Solomon has had some observations about it, I think
that Mr. Huang should either be cleared or not cleared. And I
think that if we have the information, we have the tools and the
ability and the power to get to the bottom of this.

Mr. WaxMAN. If I can just respond to the gentleman, we have
had briefings by the FBI, and they have checked into all of these
allegations, and there is not any evidence that the FBI has re-
ported to us to indicate that these accusations have any basis in
truth. And if there were a basis in truth, if we could establish these
facts, then I would join with you in condemning them and express-
ing outrage.

But what I am expressing is outrage about the allegations that
are made where there is no basis for those allegations, that take
a man’s reputation—that is not sterling obviously, because he has
committed a campaign finance violation and admitted guilt to a fel-
ony—but that doesn’t justify accusing him, based on gossip, of trea-
son, selling out the interests of the United States to the Chinese
Government.

Mr. BURTON. If the gentleman would yield briefly?

Mr. WAXMAN. Yes, be happy to yield.

Mr. BURTON. Let me just say that we quoted Senator Lieberman
yesterday, and I would like to refresh everybody’s memory, “Non-
public evidence presented to the committee demonstrates a con-
tinuing business-intelligence relationship between the Riadys and
the People’s Republic of China Intelligence Service.” That does not
mean Mr. Huang necessarily. But the fact is, there may be other
intelligence-gathering agencies that have some information that we
could take a look at.

I will ask the staff to assist me in checking into this to see if
there is any verification. If there isn’t, I agree with you that we
ought to make sure that the record states that there is no evidence
that Mr. Huang did that. But in the meantime, before we take that
step, I will see if we can’t contact the intelligence agencies to see
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if there is any verification of what Mr. Solomon or what Mr.
Lieberman said.

Mr. WaxmAN. If you will yield to me, I appreciate what you are
saying, and I think—and I will be glad to work with you and have
our staff work with your staff to find out the truth.

Mr. BURTON. Sure.

Mr. WAXMAN. But if there were a connection between Mr. Riady,
who has business in Indonesia and China and I don’t know where
else; and in his business activities over there, he has any contact
with the People’s Republic of China and their intelligence agencies
or anything along those lines, what does that have to do with Mr.
Huang?

Mr. BURTON. Well

Mr. WaxXMAN. Unless you can show that Mr. Huang had some
connection to it, it seems to me grossly unfair to accuse him of trea-
son based on gossip and connections between people he worked for
at one time and other activities that they might have had, which
haven’t been established, but might be in terms of some connection
to the People’s Republic of China and their intelligence agencies.

Mr. BURTON. If the gentleman will yield, we will check that out,
and I will look forward to working with you and our staff to see
if we can’t clarify that as quickly as possible.

Mr. WaxMaN. If you are willing to at that point admit the error
of some of the statements that have been made, I think that is only
fair. And I would hope you would keep in mind the fact that we
did an injustice to Mr. Huang when we had Mr. Wang’s statement
that Mr. Huang went into his office and gave him a conduit con-
tribution, and it turned out that Mr. Huang was in New York and
it was someone else. Mr. Wang was wrong and the accusations we
made based on Mr. Wang’s incorrect testimony should be with-
drawn as well. I hope you would take that to heart.

Mr. BurTON. Well, I don’t think Mr. Wang’s testimony should be
withdrawn in toto. If there was a mistake, that mistake should be
corrected. But he was a conduit for at least $10,000, as you know,
in illegal campaign contributions.

Mr. WaxmAN. He, meaning who?

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Wang.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Wang was a conduit, but he said he was a con-
duit for Mr. Huang.

Mr. BURTON. And the information that you have just stated to
the committee, and I have not yet checked that out, was that in-
stead of it being Mr. Huang, it was Charlie Trie; and you have
stated—and I have not checked it, but we will—that Charlie Trie
has said in his 302s to the FBI that he was the one that laundered
that money through Mr. Wang.

Now, if you want to set the record straight, you will also recall
that your staff tried to get Mr. Wang’s father to say things that
were untrue and that became a fiasco in the investigation as well.

So I don’t know that we want to go through that whole rigmarole
again. All I can say is that we will check that out as well. If Char-
lie Trie was the one, as we have heard that it is from 302s, we will
set that record straight as well.

Mr. WAXMAN. You have made some allusion to my staff and I
have checked out that accusation, and that is absolutely untrue.
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Mr. BURTON. Well, not according to the attorney for Mr. Wang
and from Mr. Wang’s father.

Mr. WaxMAN. I will just tell you that it is untrue.

But let us check the record on Mr. Wang. Mr. Huang has denied
that he was there giving Mr. Wang the money. Charlie Trie has
said that he is the one who has done it, so it is clear that Mr.
Wang was mistaken and that mistaken testimony by Mr. Wang be-
came the basis for a very serious accusation by you, Mr. Chairman,
against Mr. Huang that should be admitted as incorrect now that
we have further information.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Souder.

Mr. SOUDER. Given the nature of this debate, I have an article
I would like to submit into the record that relates to this general
point.

Mr. Solomon is not a member of this committee. I am sorry for
any wrong that was done to Mr. Huang from that. If, indeed, the
evidence holds that up, he deserves an apology from Mr. Solomon
and anybody else.

One of the unfortunate by-products of this investigation, because
millions of Americans are enraged that our secrets got to China.
We don’t know who and how; and it is wrong for anybody, which
Mr. Waxman is warning us, to jump to conclusions and say that
about individuals until it is proven.

At the same time, there is kind of an implication here that every-
body involved in this has been jumping to conclusions, and the arti-
cle I want to insert in the record, merely because it makes this
point is by James Adams in the American Spectator, not nec-
essarily known as the most cautious publication in America, in De-
cember 1996 that says John Huang was the fall guy in the Indo-
nesian scandal and was merely the errand boy of billionaire Asian
interests with long-standing ties to the Clinton crowd; and it also
says he was more of an errand boy than a prime mover.

It says that he is being punished more than the politicians who
received his illegal money, my point being that even those who
have been very critical of this whole scandal since 1996 have not
all maintained that John Huang was at the center of the universe
with this.

I think it is important for the record to show that people have
been all over the place. What we are trying to do with these hear-
ings today is to find out actual facts.

Mr. BURTON. The purpose of the hearing is to get the facts out
and the truth out to the American people, and we will try to do
that. If the record is incorrect, we will correct it.

Who do we have next on the schedule?

It is the chairman. All right. We will go on to another—Mr.
LaTourette, are you prepared? I understand that you wanted me
to yield to you right now. I can get to my stuff afterwards.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Huang, I want to go into another fundraising event that oc-
curred on September 26, 1996.

But before I do that, I was just—this discussion that we have
just been having with Mr. Waxman sort of jogged a memory, and
that is, during your opening statement, you indicated—you made
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reference to Mr. Solomon’s interview. I don’t know if it was the one
that we just saw on CBS, but it said you had been advised from
an anonymous source at a cocktail party, who turned out to be the
source of Mr. Solomon’s statements.

I didn’t see, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Solomon’s 302s from the FBI
until they were just distributed, and I guess I am wondering how
you came to be in possession of that information.

How did you know that Mr. Solomon said to the FBI that it was
a person at the cocktail party?

Mr. HUANG. I was advised by my attorney.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Sometime I will ask your lawyer, I guess.

I want to turn to September 26th.

Mr. BURTON. I think that is pretty important, because we have
an FBI 302 that was not yet made public, and if the counsel for
Mr. Huang was giving him information from an FBI 302 that was
n}(l)t made public, I think it is important to find out how he knew
that.

So with unanimous consent, I would like to ask the counsel, Mr.
Cobb, how he knew about that 302. Is there objection? Objection
not heard.

Mr. Cobb.

Mr. CoBB. Mr. Chairman, I would be happy to answer that ques-
tion. I did not get the information from the 302.

Mr. BURTON. From where did you get it?

Mr. CoBB. I got it from the Campaign Finance Task Force.

Mr. BURTON. The Campaign

Mr. CoBB. During the course of Mr. Huang’s interviews, the con-
fusion about Mr. Solomon’s statement was cleared up for us.

Mr. BURTON. In the hearing with the Campaign Finance Task
Force? Is that what you are saying?

Mr. CoBB. Yes, in the 20 days of interviews.

Mr. BURTON. So they gave you that information during the inter-
views?

Mr. CoBB. Not in the detail as reflected in the 302.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, Mr. Cobb.

The other day I was wondering whether you gentlemen rep-
resented Mr. Huang in this other stuff, and I saw you on TV, so
you must have. You again are excellent lawyers and you are to be
commended. If I ever get involved in this sort of thing, I will call
you.

On ?September 26, 1996, Mr. Huang, were you involved in that
event?

Mr. HuaNG. Was that referring to the Central City in Los Ange-
les?

Mr. LATOURETTE. The Sheraton Carlton Hotel in Washington.
There was a fundraiser at the Sheraton Carlton Hotel on Septem-
ber 26, 1996. You attended that, did you not?

Mr. HUANG. I think the date is not correct, if you are talking
about Sheraton Carlton. It was not September 26th.

Mr. LATOURETTE. What day do you think it was?

Mr. HUANG. Are you talking about in May, maybe?

Mr. LATOURETTE. July 13th?

Mr. HUANG. I think it is May 13.
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Mr. LATOURETTE. May 13th. Well, anyway, you know what, there
was a fundraiser at the Sheraton Carlton sometime in 1996; is that
correct?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct, yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And you attended that event. Did you do work
for that event, help raise money for that event?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, I helped organize it.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Did Mr. Riady, James Riady, attend that
event?

Mr. HUANG. Not that event, no.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK.

Mr. HUANG. Congressman, trying to help you, I am supposed to
help you in any way to the committee.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I appreciate it.

Mr. HUANG. Sheraton Carlton asked me to host quite a lot of
events for fundraising. It could be really referring to one event
probably in Sheraton Carlton, and Mr. James Riady did attend,
and probably not the May 13th one, it could be later on. It could
be the one you are talking about, the July, there is one on that.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Specifically, the month of September, do you
recall an event at the Sheraton Carlton in Washington where you
were in attendance and Mr. Riady was also in attendance? The rea-
son I ask you is that David Mercer of the DNC indicates that one
of the last times that he saw Mr. Riady was at this event with you.

Mr. Huang. OK.

Mr. LATOURETTE. So I am going to try and help you too with
your memory.

Mr. HuaNG. Thank you. We are really in line with talking about
specific right now.

Yeah, Mr. Mercer organized and hosted that event that was basi-
cally for the African American community.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And that was on September 26, 1996?

Mr. HuaNG. That’s correct, right. At the Sheraton Carlton Hotel,
yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. That took me about 4 minutes to get where we
were going originally.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman is still in the middle
of his interrogation. I want to give him by unanimous consent addi-
tional time. How about 10 minutes?

I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman proceed for another
10 minutes, but Mr. Huang ought to be given an opportunity if he
needs a break to take it now; otherwise, we can keep going.

Mr. HUANG. Personally, I don’t have any objection to continue.

Mr. SOUDER [presiding]. We will continue for these 10 minutes,
and then if you would like, we will take a break then, so you can
have a few minutes just to rest up and then we will come back.

Mr. HUANG. Thank you very much, Congressman.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Are you sure, Mr. Huang? I am known for my
withering examinations. If you want to take a break ahead of time,
go ahead.

Mr. HUuANG. I am totally surrendering to all the lawyers. I am
not a lawyer. As Congressman Shays said, I am really at a dis-
advantaged position.
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Mr. LATOURETTE. We're at September 26, 1996, we are at the
Sheraton Carlton in Washington, DC. It’s a fundraiser organized by
David Mercer, primarily you said was an African American event
was the target audience, and you are there with Mr. Riady.

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Was Mr. Trie, Charlie Trie, also in attendance
at this event?

Mr. HUANG. I couldn’t quite recall but I don’t believe he was
there, though.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK.

Mr. HUANG. I could not quite recall.

Mr. LATOURETTE. That’s OK. All I want is your best memory and
no guesses. I want to turn to the exhibit book if you can. In exhibit
501—and maybe if we could put 501 up on the screen as well for
the benefit of everybody else. Exhibit—while it’s being gotten out,
501 is a ticket from the Carey Limousine Co. While I—how I sus-
pected you were in Washington on that day is that it indicates that
you arranged for a limousine on that day to go from the Democratic
National Committee Headquarters to Dulles Airport, then to the
Watergate South Apartment. From there the limousine, according
to the ticket, went on to the Sheraton Carlton, then back to the
Watergate South.

Do you see all that and agree that I have the itinerary right for
where that limousine went on that particular occasion?

[Exhibit 501 follows:]
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Mr. HUANG. Yes, yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Are you able to explain to us—well let me ask
you a series of questions. Did you go in that limousine to pick up
James Riady?

Mr. HUANG. I believe I did.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Would that be the stop at Dulles Airport?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t know—wait a minute. Yes, I did.

Mr. LATOURETTE. At Dulles. The Dulles stop on the ticket would
be picking up Mr. Riady.

Mr. HUANG. That’s right.

Mr. LATOURETTE. It then went to the Watergate South and the
Watergate South is where Mr. Trie lived, is that correct; Charlie
Trie lived at the Watergate, stayed at the Watergate?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Was the purpose of the limousine on Septem-
ber 26th to go pick up Mr. Trie next?

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Do you recall why it is you went—you directed
the limousine to go to the Watergate South on that day?

Mr. HuaNG. I think Mr. Riady was the guest, you know, to be
invited to stay there, and stayed in the hotel by Mr. Trie.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Well, OK. But the—according to the ticket, it
leaves the Watergate, goes to the Sheraton Carlton. So if you
picked up Mr. Riady at the Dulles Airport, you then go to the Wa-
tergate South. I think that you picked up Mr. Trie and he got in
the car then you all went to the Sheraton Carlton. Is that what
happened, or did somebody—why would you—if he’s going to——

Mr. HUANG. I did not quite recall Mr. Trie went for that eve-
ning’s event or he came along with a limousine directly go to that
everﬁt, though. If he did go, probably he went separately by himself,
yeah.

Mr. LATOURETTE. But it was your recollection that Mr. Riady
had been invited to stay with Mr. Trie at the Watergate?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. So the stop at the Watergate could have
been for Mr. Riady to drop off luggage or freshen up or whatever
before you headed over to the Sheraton Carlton?

Mr. HuaNG. If I am not mistaken Mr. Riady also stay overnight.

Mr. LATOURETTE. At the Trie’s apartment?

Mr. HUANG. At Trie’s apartment, yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Did you stay there as well that evening at the
Sheraton Carlton?

Mr. HUANG. I might have, yes. I might have.

Mr. LATOURETTE. You might have but you don’t recall specifi-
cally?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t recall specifically.

Mr. LATOURETTE. That same exhibit indicates that the following
morning you arranged for a limousine to pick someone up at the
Watergate South at 7:15 but there was no response. Do you recall
why it is that you made that arrangement; who it was supposed
to pick up, where it was supposed to go?

1‘\7/11". HUANG. Are we on the right-hand side of the lower bottom,
sir?

Mr. LATOURETTE. Uh-huh.
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[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. LATOURETTE. I'm at the lower right-hand side; Watergate,
time arrived.

Mr. HUANG. The best recollection, probably everybody overslept.

Mr. LATOURETTE. One more—everybody was gone already.

Mr. HUANG. No, overslept.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. Now that we have talked about and you
think that people had overslept, did you have a recollection of
spending the night at the Watergate with Mr. Riady and Mr. Trie
now??I mean, is this refreshing your memory that that’s where you
were?

Mr. HUANG. Yes. Yes, I do.

Mr. LATOURETTE. The three of you spent the evening at Mr.
Trie’s place at the Watergate South Apartments.

Mr. HUANG. Right.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. This visit—well, hang on a minute. I want
to go to exhibit No. 502 next, if you look at the next page. It’s an-
other limousine ticket for the 27th. It indicates that someone was
taken from the Watergate to 14th and Pennsylvania Avenue, then
to the Democratic National Committee, then to Connecticut and I
Street, then back to 14th and Pennsylvania Avenue. Are you able
to give us a reason as to why you hired a car for this purpose, who
was in it and what was going on?

[Exhibit 502 follows:]
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Mr. HUANG. At this moment I could not.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Let me ask you this: Do you know whether or
not that limousine that we’re now talking about in exhibit 502
picked up anyone other than Charlie Trie at the Watergate?

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Riady came in with another executive from the
Lippo as well. So there is only two persons involved in the limo as
best I can recollect.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Did you know why it went to 14th and Penn-
sylvania Avenue, and specifically the why; was it to pick up Mark
Middleton?

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. HUANG. No, although that I can really not recollect exactly,
you know, it might be to visit Mr. Middleton. Mr. Middleton at that
time already, I think—this is 1996, right?

Mr. LATOURETTE. September 26th.

Mr. HUANG. Right. Mr. Middleton has already left the govern-
ment. He was a consultant for himself at that time. And——

Mr. LATOURETTE. You mentioned that there was another Lippo
executive besides Mr. Riady. Do you recall who that was?

Mr. HUANG. No, I cannot recall. I never saw him before. But he
came along with Mr. Riady.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Did this particular visit that we’re talking
about—September 26, 1996 was after the first news stories about
the campaign finance scandal had broken on television. Do you re-
call when you and Mr. Trie and Mr. Riady are spending the night
at Mr. Trie’s place at the Watergate South, whether or not those
news stories were the subject of any discussion among the three of
you or among two other people in your presence?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t recall specifically on that. No.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. And do you recall in all of the 20 days of
interviewing that you had with the Department of Justice, did they
ever talk to you about this series of limousine rides, that you can
recall?

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. LATOURETTE. At any time on the two receipts that I have
shown you, the 502 and 501, was the President of the United
States, Mr. Clinton, either before or after the event that occurred
at the Sheraton Carlton on September 26th, involved with Mr.
Riady on any of these trips that this limousine was taking?

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Clinton, you say? No. No, he was not involved.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Are you aware of any ride, limousine ride
taken by the President of the United States with Mr. Riady during
this visit by Mr. Riady to Washington DC; that is, the day either
before or after the September 26th African American event at the
Sheraton Carlton in Washington DC?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. You were there.

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Do you know how much time I have left, Mr.
Souder? Is there a clock? I don’t want to start a new area. I can
stop here. Why don’t I stop? I tell you what. I yield back my time
and I'll come back.

Mr. WAXMAN. If you want to go now and want another 10 min-
utes it’s OK with me. I will give Mr. Huang a break.
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Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Shays would like to ask a few. I'll yield
back at this moment.

Mr. SOUDER. The committee will stand in recess for 10 minutes.

Mr. HUANG. Thank you, Congressman. Thank you.

[Recess.]

Mr. BURTON [presiding]. The committee will reconvene. Mr.
LaTourette, I think you have the floor.

Mr. SHAYS. If T could ask unanimous consent that he could have
the 10 minutes that Mr. Waxman suggested.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection, so ordered.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank everyone for their courtesy. I also ap-
preciate the break.

I want to talk next, Mr. Huang, about a document that appears
in your book as exhibit No. 513. And this is a document that was
taken from Charlie Trie by the Federal Bureau of Investigation.
And the title of the document is Cooperation Opportunities with
James Riady. The original document, I just want to get it here real
quick, was in Chinese, and it’s been translated and as it appears
now in exhibit 513. And I just want to read it for the benefit of the
record, although it will be submitted into the record.

The text that we received is a translation as follows:

No. 1, Wal-Mart in Shanghai opens a store—and just an editorial comment is
where haven’t they opened a store? Because Lippo has a successful cooperation ex-
perience at Lippo Village and received sweet reward at Shenzhen. Actively urged
Lippo to work with them in opening stores in Shanghai and Beijing.

Must obtain retail license and buy local product and imports to sell before we can
consider. Local government may join in but maximum 10 percent. Wal-Mart takes
50 percent. Remaining may be divided by you.

The needed land must be not less than 10,000 square meters. Hopefully it will
be a clear-cut deal. Distance from medium and high-income area cannot exceed 20
minutes driving time.

Buy a hospital in Shanghai and modernize it. The Lippo Village already has
gained high-level hospital experience. Plus, James is a trustee of the Arkansas Med-
ical School. His father is a trustee of USC. They may invite foreign doctors to be
visiting doctors as Shanghai and can send Shanghai doctors for advanced training
in foreign countries. The targets are foreign businessmen and high-income people.

Buy a school in Shanghai or work out a joint venture for an international school.
Lippo Village’s international school may be used as a model for planning.

No. 4 there’s a hotel in San Francisco—the stock should be bought in total or in
part. This hotel is owned by the bank and is worth $7 million. It has a good record
and may get a 60 percent loan. Suggest that you find 6 Chinese accounts to invest
$1 million each. Lippo will retain one-seventh of the stock. These investors instantly
become a partner of Lippo. They can use that to request immigration.

L.A. Bank Stocks: Maybe a part of the L.A. bank stock can be sold to Wang Jun.
Knowing you have good relations with Wang Jun, hoping you can be an inter-
mediary. Proposing that Wang Jung buy the Lippo bank stocks with money as re-
enforcement to enter the U.S. market. You may also plan to get a part of the stocks
and a director position. James is a fair person. He knows especially the long-term
strategy and advantage of using business partners. He knows you have good rela-
tions with China. Hope you may be able to realize the above suggestions. He agrees
with my proposal and is willing to work with you on the above items.

If you are going to Jakarta in October, he may send his helicopter so you can visit
Lippo Village. Thus you may have a clearer picture to push for the above items in
China.

He may wait until you finish meeting on October 9 and hold a detailed talk with
John Huang in New York on October the 10th.”

First, have you ever seen this document before Mr. Huang?
[Exhibit 513 follows:]
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Cooperation Opportynities with James Riady

1. Wal-Mart in Shanghai opens a store. Because Lippo has a
successful cooperation experience at Lippo Village, and received sweet reward at
Shenzhen. Actively urged Lippo to work with them in opening stores in Shanghai
and Beijing.

Must obtain retail license and buy local product and imports to sell before
we can consider. Local government may join in but maxinum 10%. Wal-Mart
takes 50%. Remaining may be divided with you.

The needed land must not be less than 10,000 square meters. Hopefully it
will be a clear-cut deal. Distance from medium and high-income area cannot
exceed 20 minutes driving time.

2. But a Hospital in Shanghai and Modernize It. At the Lippo
Village, already has gained high-level hospital experience. Plus, James is a
trustee of the Arkansas Medical School. His father is a trustee of USC. They
may invite foreign doctors to be visiting doctors at Shanghai. And, can send
Shanghai doctors for advanced training in foreign countries. The targets are
foreign businessmen and high-income people.

3. Buy a School in Shanghai or Work Out a Joint Venture for an
International School. Lippo Village's international school may be used asa
model for planning.

4. There is a hotel in San Francisco - the stock should be bought in
total or in part. This hotel is owned by the bank and is worth $7 million. It hasa
good record and may get a 60% loan. Suggest that you find 6 Chinese accounts to
invest $1 million each. Lippo will retain 1/7 of the stock. These investors
instantly become a partner of Lippo. They can use that to request immigration.

5. L.A. Bank Stocks: Maybe a part of the L.A. bank stock can be
sold to WangJun, Knowing you have good relations with Wang Jun, hoping you
can be the intermediary. Proposing that Wang Jun buy the Lippo bank stocks
with money as reinforcement to enter the U.S. market. You may also planto geta
part of the stocks and a director position. James is a fair person. He knows
especially the long-term strategy and the advantage of using business partners.

He knows you have good relations with China. Hope you may be able to help
realize the above suggestions. He agrees with my proposal and is willing to work
with you on the above items.

If you are going to Jakarta in October, he may send his helicopter
so you can visit Lippo Village. Thus you may have a clearer picture to push for
the above items in China.

He may wait until you finish meeting on October 9 and hold a
detailed talk with John Huang in New York on October 10.

EXHIBIT

513
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Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Either in its original form or in its translated
form?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. At any time did either Charlie Trie or Ng Lap
Seng ask you for a business help or introductions?

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Do you know if Charlie Trie ever had a rela-
tionship, a business relationship with the Lippo Group?

Mr. HUANG. Not prior to that, no.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Prior to what?

Mr. HUANG. Up here what you are saying on this—the memo or
whatever the translation, anything prior to that—this indication
looks like they’re going to go through some business, you know.

Mr. LATOURETTE. You would

Mr. HUANG. I was not aware of that.

Mr. LATOURETTE. You would agree with me that exhibit 513 ap-
pears to be a recitation or a proposal that there be further discus-
sions for business between Mr. Trie and the Lippo Group; that’s
what it appears to be?

Mr. HUANG. That’s right.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Do you have any independent knowledge that
any of the items mentioned there in that document 513 actually
came to pass or are coming to pass? For instance, the first item on
the list is a venture with Wal-Mart in Shanghai. Did you ever dis-
cuss that with Charlie Trie.

Mr. HUANG. I did not——

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. HUANG. Congressman, I know about—around that period of
time I know about some of the matters like Wal-Mart situation.
For instance Wal-Mart had the joint venture with the Lippo in Ja-
karta, in Lippo Village.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Are you aware that Charlie Trie has anything
to do with that?

Mr. HUANG. For that Jakarta joint venture between Lippo and
Wal-Mart?

Mr. LATOURETTE. Right.

Mr. HUuANG. He might have know about it; he had nothing to do
with it as far as I know.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Do you know anything—let me go back to my
original broad question. Do you know anything about a business re-
lationship between Charlie Trie, whether it’s the items on this
memo that we’re talking about, and the Lippo group?

Mr. HuaNG. The only information I had, I believe Mr. Riady had
a conversation with me, maybe around the period of time indicat-
ing Charlie Trie visited Mr. James Riady in Jakarta. Mr. Charlie
Trie apparently is looking for business opportunity as well. So it
leads me to believe that’s probably after that, that kind of meeting.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Let me specifically run through the items on
the memo, just so were clear. I have understood your answer to
the broad question. But I have asked you about Wal-Mart. The sec-
ond item is modernizing a hospital in Shanghai. Have you ever had
a discussion concerning this project with either Charlie Trie or
James Riady or anyone else at Lippo?
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Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. The third project is a school in Shanghai. Have
you ever had a discussion, again, Trie, Riady, or anyone else at
Lippo?

Mr. HuaNG. Before you proceed on this, I don’t know if it will be
helpful or not. It was understood Charlie Trie was going over to
Asia quite a bit, particularly in China. That was known. Appar-
ently he had established some contacts over there. OK. So in the
broader sense, things he knew, China, just in case he want to have
some help, or Charlie Trie might be a help, and probably that
would be subjects of discussion. So what I was trying to answer is
that on specific items, I did not know about it, what you have read.
But on the broader basis, maybe he might be helpful about Chinese
ventures in the future. That I have heard.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Well, again going back to when we were talk-
ing in the previous 10 minutes about the night of September 26,
1996, after the Sheraton Carlton event, apparently Mr. Trie and
Mr. Riady knew each other well enough that Mr. Trie was com-
fortable having Mr. Riady be a guest in his home on that particular
evening. Is that right?

Mr. HUANG. At that point, yeah.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And at that point—and I think that this memo
talks about a trip to Jakarta on October 9th. I guess I'm thinking
it’s October 9, 19967

Mr. HUANG. 1996, yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Which is right after, within 10, 12 days of this
event at the Sheraton Carlton; is that a fair observation?

Mr. HUANG. That’s right.

Mr. LATOURETTE. The fifth one then, and again I’'m not trying to
trip you up, I understood you said you don’t have any knowledge
of the specifics. But the fifth one specifically refers to L.A. bank
stocks. And it says that it may be a part of the L.A. bank stock
can be sold to Wang Jun. Wang Jun, do you know who he is?

Mr. HUANG. I know of this person but I never met with him in
person.

Mr. LATOURETTE. What does he do for a living, do you know?

Mr. HUANG. I'm sorry; what was he doing?

Mr. LATOURETTE. Do you know what he does for a living?

Mr. HUANG. I think he was a chairman of CITIC, or China Inter-
national Trust and Investment Corp. at that time.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Do you know if he has any business dealings
that have to do with the selling of arms, firearms? Is he in the gun
business?

Mr. HUANG. At that time I did not know.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Do you know that today?

Mr. HUANG. Because the news accounts indicated that, yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Do you believe the news accounts? Do you
think he is an arms dealer or you just think like that business that
Mr. Waxman was talking about Mr. Solomon, that they made that
up about him? Do you have reason to believe that he is an arms
dealer?

Mr. HUANG. Again, I don’t know. I never verified that, yeah.

Mr. LAToURETTE. OK. Do you know, as you look at that para-
graph, what the paragraph refers to, what bank it’s referring to?
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Mr. HUANG. The bank is Lippo Bank of California he was refer-
ring to.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Located in Los Angeles?

Mr. HUANG. Head office at that time was in Los Angeles, yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Did you ever have a discussion concerning this
paragraph, the L.A. bank stock and Wang Jun, with either Charlie
Trie, James Riady or anyone else at Lippo?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. To your knowledge did Charlie Trie ever
visit with James Riady or other member of the Riady family in Ja-
karta?

Mr. HUANG. As I indicated to you earlier, they had a meeting
when Mr. Trie visited Indonesia.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And do you believe that to have been on Octo-
ber 9, 19967

Mr. HUANG. I don’t know exactly, but probably around that pe-
riod of time probably.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Is it fair that it was in 1996, is that your recol-
lection?

Mr. HUANG. Yes. Yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Did you—again, you said that you’ve never
seen this document before now, so I assume that the items con-
tained in this document never were the subject of conversations be-
tween you, your lawyers and the Justice Department.

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. HUANG. Not in the specific sense as——

Mr. LATOURETTE. Go ahead.

Mr. HUANG. Not in the specific sense as you indicated on this
memo. But I believe the Justice Department would like to know at
the time of the relationship between the Tries and Riadys.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And then the last question I have is, as the
yellow light brightens our hallway, phone records indicate that be-
tween September 23, 1996 and October 11, 1996, Charlie Trie
placed calls to James Riady eight times. Are you familiar with the
content of any of those telephone calls? And specifically, since I be-
lieve that during some of this time you were actually staying at
Mr. Trie’s home, were you present for any of those telephone calls?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir. I was not even aware he was making a call
to Indonesia at that time.

Mr. BURTON. Would the gentleman yield real briefly?

Mr. LATOURETTE. Be happy to.

Mr. BURTON. Did the Department of Justice, when you were
being interviewed by them, did they ever ask you about this docu-
ment?

Mr. HUANG. Not specifically about this document. This is a trans-
lation of that.

Mr. BURTON. What do you mean not specifically about this docu-
ment. Did they ask you about the contents of the document?

Mr. HUANG. No. They were interested in knowing about the rela-
tionship between Riady and Trie, Mr. Riady and Mr. Trie, or Lippo
and Mr. Trie. But

Mr. BURTON. Did they ask about Wang Jun at all?

[Discussion off the record.]
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Mr. HUANG. I think so. What I knew in the whole thing is, you
know, what was his role, as Congressman was raising a similar
questions today.

Mr. BURTON. But you didn’t have any close dealings with Wang
Jun?

Mr. HUANG. Definitely. I never met with him.

Mr. BURTON. And you didn’t know anything more than what you
said about the relationship between Riadys and Charlie Trie.

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. BURTON. Thank you. Mr. Shays.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Huang, I try to re-
member that I have an advantage that you don’t. I can ask ques-
tions. You're put in a difficult situation, and I sometimes look back
when I have asked a question, regretted the question, because I
think I have misused the power I have. But I want to ask you some
very blunt questions and I also am going to ask you some questions
about salary, which I want you to know I would have asked or
wanted asked by the committee behind closed doors, but we weren’t
given that opportunity. So I'm going to ask you some questions that
I would have preferred not to have to ask you in public, because
they may be important or they may not. I am just in some cases
going to be checking.

But first, and I don’t mean to keep bringing it up but it’s the
point of this question, you pleaded guilty to conspiracy to defraud
the U.S. Government for $150,000; then you said there was about
$800,000 that you were aware of that was basically from the Lippo
Group, from the Riadys or their related companies, by employees
that ultimately you suspect was paid by the Riadys. I want to know
if this was your scheme or their scheme.

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Riady—well, let me track back. Mr. Riady has
made the commitment to raise the million dollars. That commit-
ment is made.

Mr. SHAYS. He told this to the President, that he would get $1
million to the

Mr. HUANG. To help raise or whatever, to give, whatever. The
end result is the same anyway.

Mr. SHAYS. You need to get $1 million.

Mr. HUANG. Right. And then the—I was in the United States, I
was the point person to put everything into execution and work
with him and get everything facilitated.

Mr. SHAYS. And you knew this was illegal?

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. SHAYS. OK. But was it your idea to him that he should do
this, or was this his idea to you or was it a team effort?

Mr. HUANG. The thought process is coming on a joint basis, but
I implement the whole thing.

Mr. SHAYS. So both of you were involved in this conspiracy to de-
fraud the government and to ignore campaign law. Now, frankly
you probably could have done it by a soft money contribution, be-
cause who knows whether that’s illegal since it’s not called cam-
paign money. But at any rate, you went this route. It was clearly
illegal. And I would have said if you did the soft money, it was
wrong but it may not have been illegal.
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And what I want to know is why would I have confidence that
you were qualified now to work for Commerce, given that you were
involved in a very serious scheme of close to $1 million?

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. HUANG. As I reported to Congressman Waxman’s question
yesterday, you know I would have hope nobody would have caught
up, for longest time had nobody caught up on this matter. So no-
body knew about this matter. If anybody knew about it in the proc-
essing in my appointment, probably I would not be qualified.

Mr. SHAYS. But the challenge—thank you. The challenge, though,
the question I'm also asking, is why should I have any confidence
that when you basically raised $2 to $5 million, that you weren’t
involved in the same stuff? Why did you all of a sudden decide to
be honest when you worked for the DNC?

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. HUANG. Congressman, I knew I did wrong during that 1992
and 1994 period of time. I tried very best not to do the same thing
again. When this campaign finance matter erupt in 1996, I think
the Justice Department has made an extensive investigation, and
I have been trying very hard to cooperate with them completely on
that.

Mr. SHAYS. The question mark I have for you is you made
$60,000, well less than you were qualified in the DNC, and you had
a very unique arrangement. You had a bonus arrangement. And
the bonus arrangement was based on what?

Mr. HUANG. Based on the—hopefully based on the performance,
how much I can raise. I was leaving that to the DNC meeting, the
chairman of the Finance Committee, to make a decision later on.

Mr. SHAYS. Could I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Waxman, that
I have 10 more minutes?

Mr. WAXMAN. Do 5 and let’s see what happens after that.

Mr. SHAYS. I'll need 10, so I'll come back afterwards.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Waxman, did you have some questions?

Mr. WAXMAN. Yeah, let me take a round of questions.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Huang, I want to ask you about your coopera-
tion with the Department of Justice. I think this follows after what
Mr. Shays was questioning you about. Prior to pleading guilty to
campaign finance violation, you had been cooperating with the Jus-
tice Department’s Campaign Finance Task Force; isn’t that correct?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. WAXMAN. And according to the Justice Department, the De-
partment contacted your attorney in August 1998 about a possible
preindictment plea agreement; is that correct?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. WAXMAN. And were you willing to talk to them?

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. WAXMAN. In fact, according to the brief filed with the sen-
tencing court by the prosecutors, “From the outset of these discus-
sions, Defendant Huang indicated a desire to cooperate with the
government’s investigation.” They went on to state, that, “Defend-
ant Huang never adopted a confrontational posture with respect to
the negotiations.”
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I understand that you met with the prosecutors and investigators
approximately 20 times between January and April of this year. Is
that right?

Mr. HUANG. At least. Probably even started earlier than that, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. Do you believe that you provided useful informa-
tion to the Department of Justice?

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. WAXMAN. According to the prosecutor’s brief submitted to the
sentencing court, the prosecutor said,

Defendant Huang was deemed to be credible throughout the proffer sessions. His
cooperation was substantial in that it answered many questions which would other-
wise remain mysteries and provided incriminating evidence pertinent to numerous

ongoing investigations. Moreover, defendant Huang admitted to wrongful conduct
beyond that which the government would otherwise have been able to prove.

Mr. Huang do you feel badly about your involvement in making
illegal conduit contributions?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, very much sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. The Department of Justice had the same opinion.
According to the prosecutors, Mr. Huang, “always exhibited bona
fide remorse for his actions.”

I would like to read for the record what the Justice Department
said about your character.

Defendant Huang appears to have lived an upright life. Moreover, his reputation
in the community and observed behavior have demonstrated to the government that
he is generally a self-effacing and kind individual. During the course of the inves-

tigation, the government has interviewed numerous credible witnesses who, without
exception, speak to defendant Huang’s integrity.

These are not my words because I wouldn’t know whether to say
it or not, but these are the prosecutors that you talked to for over
20 separate times. Today is Thursday. You were in this hearing all
day yesterday. I think we started at 1 o’clock. We went until close
to 6. We started at 10, it’s almost 3. So you've been here, you alone
as the witness for this hearing. And the day before you came here,
you testified in California, what was the

Mr. HUANG. The grand jury, yes. In Los Angeles.

Mr. WaxMmAN. How long did that grand jury testimony go?

Mr. HuaNG. That started something like 10 o’clock through 2:30,
and I'm going again next week I believe.

Mr. WAXMAN. So you go next week again to the grand jury.

Mr. HUANG. Right.

Mr. WAXMAN. You flew a red-eye flight to be here with us, not
last night but the night before, to be here with us yesterday.

Mr. HUANG. Not quite. I arrived at 1 o’clock, as I told chairman
and also the committee, not quite exactly the red eye, but I did ar-
rive like 1 o’clock a.m.

Mr. WAXMAN. I see. I was feeling sorry for you because I've taken
that red eye. I know how grueling it can be. I know that flight that
gets here at 1 o’clock is also grueling but not quite as grueling.

Mr. HuANG. Congressman, I saw you in the flight before. I used
to commute quite a bit before, myself, because my home was in Los
Angeles. I apologize I didn’t come over to speak to you at that time.

Mr. SOUDER. Would the gentleman yield? What conversations did
you have with Mr. Huang on your airplane flights?
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Mr. WaxXMAN. I don’t recall that I have ever met Mr. Huang be-
fore today. I might have met him at some party or other. Maybe
going in or out of a cocktail party he might have passed on some
word about somebody’s reputation, but of course I wouldn’t have re-
peated it.

I just want to put this on the record because, Mr. Shays, you're
asking why you should believe him. I don’t know if you want to be-
lieve him or not. The only way you can see whether a witness is
telling the truth is to get all the facts, ask him the questions, look
at him, look at his demeanor and then rely on other people. And
this is what the Justice Department has said about him. He cer-
tainly did a wrong thing. And it was a seriously wrong thing that
he did. It was a felony. It amounted to a felony violation. But there
are times when even though somebody has done something wrong
that they’re not—everything they do can’t be assumed to be
duplicitous or wrong-headed.

Thank you. I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BURTON. Let me just take a couple minutes, then I'll yield
the balance of my time to you.

At the beginning of our meeting today, I read some information
from the 302’s of the President and the Vice President. And the
Justice Department did not ask any questions of the President or
the Vice President about John Huang, Charlie Trie, Maria Hsia,
Pauline Kanchanalak or anybody involved in the finance scandal.
The Justice Department did fine Mr. Huang. Charlie Trie was not
fined by the Justice Department, but the judge in the case was so
upset, or upset enough, because the Justice Department was just

1ving Charlie Trie a slap on the wrist, that he himself imposed a
5,000 fine on Mr. Trie.

Now, the reason I bring that up is you’re using the statements
from the Justice Department as a reason for us to show credence
to the witness and possibly to others. The Justice Department has
been totally uncooperative with us for the last 3 years. They've
kept documents from us. We had to subpoena them. We weren’t
going to get the 302s from the President and the Vice President
until I threatened to subpoena—in fact I did subpoena the Assist-
ant U.S. Attorney from the Justice Department, and he was going
to have to come over here. When they found out he was going to
have to come over here and tell us why he wouldn’t give us the
302s, they finally coughed those things up.

So, I just want to point out that the Justice Department has been
anything but upfront and cooperative with our investigation for the
past 3 years. And for that reason—and regarding Mr. Trie and Mr.
Huang, even the judge in the Trie case was concerned about the
way they handled that. So I don’t think just because people in the
Justice Department make some positive comments about any per-
son, not in particular Mr. Huang, that we should take that as gos-
pel.

And with that, I'll yield to my colleague.

Mr. WAXMAN. Would you yield to me, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. BURTON. I know what you’re going to do. You're going to re-
spond to what I said.

Mr. WAXMAN. What’s wrong with giving me a chance to respond?

Mr. BURTON. Well, you’ll have—all right. Respond.
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Mr. WAXMAN. I just want to point out that I know that no one
can say anything to you in the defense of the Justice Department.

Mr. BURTON. Not much.

Mr. WAXMAN. But I will say this: that the Justice Department
was acting at the request of the FBI, because these 302s were the
FBI’s interrogations of the different witnesses. The FBI asked the
Justice Department not to make certain things public. And then
again I talked yesterday about the phases, and phase 5 is whether
the White House, Justice Department, or FBI capitulates and we
usually receive the information.

Well, we did receive the information. In fact, you described yes-
terday how our staffs had to go and look at the President and Vice
President’s 302s because they wouldn’t release it. Well, now that
they’'ve released it, we have it, we’ve agreed to your request that
we make it public, and the people can see what the interview con-
sisted of, by the FBI, not

Mr. BURTON. I don’t believe the FBI was the ones that was ask-
ing those questions, at least in that one interview. They were just
people from the Justice Department.

Mr. WAXMAN. That ought to be on the record, so we’ll see.

Mr. BURTON. It’s in the 302s.

Mr. WaxMmaN. We'll see what the 302s say. The only other thing
I point out is whether it’s FBI or anyone else asking questions of
the President of the United States, they had two specific issues
that they were asking him about. Unlike this committee, I don’t
think they thought they should go on a long fishing expedition and
ask the President of the United States every possible thing that
they might ask him about. There has been no evidence that the
President of the United States ever knew that any of these con-
tributions were illegal, that they were foreign sources

Mr. BURTON. Let me reclaim my time.

Mr. WAXMAN [continuing]. And therefore pursue those
questions——

Mr. BURTON. Let me reclaim my time and just say this: You're
not going to find out what the President knew or when he knew
it unless you ask the questions. They asked absolutely no questions
about John Huang, Charlie Trie, Pauline Kanchanalak, any of
those people when they went over there. And the people that went
over there, some of them felt like they were not supposed to ask
those questions because they might have a problem.

Mr. Shays.

Mr. SHAYS. Could I renew my request for unanimous consent for
10 minutes?

Mr. BURTON. Without objection.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you. My question was, given that you had
done these, I had asked why should I have faith that you wouldn’t
continue them. Because you hadn’t yet been caught. You gave me
an answer that you regretted it, and you said you didn’t want to
do it again. But I guess the next question is why should I have any
sense of confidence that the Riadys and their organizations would
want to function in a way that would be honest? What was—what
made them want to change? Should I assume that they have
changed or that they’re continuing to be manipulating the system
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and defrauding and so on? Why should I have any confidence that
they are like you, have seen the light?

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. HuaNG. Congressman, I agree you’ll be concerned based on
the past records, but at that period of time when I when with the
DNC, I didn’t have any reason to believe that they were going to
do those things.

Mr. SHAYS. Now, it’s your testimony that when you were at the
DNC you did not have—make any effort to raise money from the
Riadys; is that correct?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. SHAYS. Did you make an effort to raise money from people
who worked with the Riadys, had business deals with the Riadys?

Mr. HUANG. The reason I pause, I have been trying to think, you
know, to the best of my knowledge I did not.

Mr. SHAYS. None of their business partners you didn’t raise any
money from?

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. HUANG. Congressman, the reason I paused a little bit, be-
cause there are instances that could draw some dot-dot line there.
Wiriadinata, the contributions——

Mr. SHAYS. You were what? I'm sorry.

Mr. HUANG. Wiriadinata’s contribution.

Mr. SHAYS. And what about that?

Mr. HUANG. Because the Wiriadinatas, Mrs. Wiriadinata’s father,
Hashim Ning was a partner with the Lippo.

Mr. SHAYS. And your reason for not raising money for the Riadys
was that they no longer had green cards? And no longer worked—
why wouldn’t

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Riady had already at that point had already——

Mr. SHAYS. I mean, there is no logic why you wouldn’t have
asked him for contributions.

Mr. HuaNG. He gave up the green card already. He did not have
the status to give any more money.

Mr. SHAYS. Because he no longer had a green card, that was the
reason why you didn’t seek to raise money from him. But he still
had business associates in the United States. Why wouldn’t you
raise money from them?

Mr. HUANG. Well, the only person—that’s what I'm trying to say.
The only person he’s trying to help me is the—on the Wiriadinata,
who he know, you know, that was only links we can control right
now.

Mr. SHAYS. How much money was that?

Mr. HuaNG. As I reported to you, the couple made about
$450,000.

Mr. SHAYS. And I should have confidence that that was their
money?

Mr. HUANG. I have no reason to believe it not. They come from
a very substantial family.

Mr. SHAYS. Now, should I feel comfortable that in 1997 and 1998
you received $18,000 from the Riadys and 1997 and 1998 you re-
ceived $20,000. Why should I feel comfortable about that?

Mr. HUANG. Despite the fact all these things happened in the
Riady family—I worked for Riady family for a period of time. There
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was still some friendship there. And you know, I was definitely—
functionally I was not employable. I'm pretty sure as a friend, or
any friend of any person probably feel concerned about the finan-
cial situation, I guess that at the time he was trying to help me
out on that.

Mr. SHAYS. And I understand they were trying to help you out,
Mr. Huang. And this is a difficult kind of question to raise. But it’s
not unlike trying to help Mr. Hubbell out. You are a key witness
and now we have to determine whether your vulnerability finan-
cially doesn’t put you at risk.

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. HuANG. Mr. Shays, in the event what you’re suggesting is
going to play any role, I probably would not implicate the Riady
family. As I reported to you in whatever they've done in the past,
you know, that was involving, you know, $800 some thousand in
the past. And I was, you know, cooperating fully with the Justice
Department.

Mr. SHAYS. You see, the challenge that we have, and it is really
part of the public record, and that is that the Riadys have deals
in China.

Mr. HUANG. Um-hmm.

Mr. SHAYS. And it is inevitable, frankly, when you have dealings
with the Chinese, that you are going to be dealing with the mili-
tary and their intelligence community. That’s a reality. And for me
to make a claim like the Senate report does, that they had these
contacts, is really almost a nonstatement. You're not going to have
that kind of dealing unless you have that kind of communication
with the businesses that are run by the military and the busi-
nesses that are run by the Intelligence Committee, which gets us
into this next question. And that is why would you—what did you
d}(l) fog the Commerce Department? What was your responsibility
there?

Mr. HUANG. The title is the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Inter-
national Economic Policy. Actually my role in the end was—when
I joined in, was assisting Assistant Secretary Chuck Meissner. The
primary role in my function is to—mostly will be on the organiza-
tion side, did not have any territorial functions. As the IEP, the
international economic policy was—say something was in charge of
Japan and somebody in charge of the Asia Pacific, some people in
chlarge of the Middle East or Europe, I did not have those kind of
role.

Mr. SHAYS. Then why would you have been—why did you need
top security clearance?

Mr. HUANG. The best I can answer that is Mr. Meissner and I
went in Commerce late. In fact, Mr. Meissner went in even earlier
than I am. That historically functions and duty were taken away
from him. I'm pretty sure he was trying to make every effort to re-
claim his responsibility back.

Mr. SHAYS. So you had top security clearance and you were pro-
vided information on a weekly basis, on a daily basis? And what
kind of information would you have generally been provided? Not
the specifics.

Mr. HUANG. The most of the information given to me, it’s not on
the, as you say, the daily basis. There’s some material coming in.
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There will be security briefing by the—I believe the CIA’s person
stationed in the Commerce Department on the more regular basis.

Mr. SHAYS. In a lot of cases this was raw data, correct; this was
not—this was pretty raw data that you were given, very sensitive
data, it also gives you sources of where this information came from.

Mr. HuaNG. Mr. Shays, I will be very honest with you, I don’t
know how to define what is raw data and not raw data. I never
work in the government before.

Mr. SHAYS. But you were provided not only information as to eco-
nomic secrets, but also potential sources for this information; is
that not correct?

Mr. HUANG. I think you’re correct on that, yeah.

Mr. SHAYS. And I’'m still not clear why you needed that informa-
tion.

Mr. HUANG. That was given to me by Mr. Meissner.

Mr. SHAYS. But why?

Mr. HUANG. I can’t answer that for Mr. Meissner on that.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you.

Mr. BURTON. Would the gentleman yield real quick? As I under-
stand it, it didn’t take you long to get your security clearance. In
other words, I was told the process was speeded up. How long from
the time you went to the Department of Commerce until you got
your security clearance?

Mr. HUANG. I did not know for sure, Mr. Chairman, at the time,
but the news accounts indicating that I even got that in January
that year, or the end of January or early February that year.

Mr. BURTON. When did you go to work for them?

Mr. HUANG. Before I went to work for Commerce Department. I
did not even request for——

Mr. BURTON. No. No. Before you went to work for the Commerce
Department, you had a security clearance.

Mr. HUANG. According to the news account. I did not know.

Mr. BURTON. You don’t know when?

Mr. HUANG. I do not know for sure, yeah.

Mr. BURTON. I just want you to know that for us to get security
clearance for our staff, sometimes it takes 3, 4, 5, 6 months, and
they do a very thorough FBI background check. To your knowledge,
did they do any kind of background check or FBI check on you?

Mr. HUANG. Again, I have to say I never work in the government
before. They did ask me to fill out all kind of form. I assume they
will check all my data. It’s very thick forms I had to fill out.

Mr. BURTON. But to your knowledge, you had your security clear-
ance before you even went over to Commerce?

Mr. HUANG. I did not know that part.

Mr. BURTON. But from what you heard, and we’ll check on that,
you had your security clearance when you went to Commerce.

Mr. HUANG. No I did not. I have some clearance on that because
somebody had to check my background. I thought that was all
about.

Mr. BURTON. Did anybody ever interview you at the FBI or any-
body else about your background or your connections or whether
you beat your wife or anything?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t beat my wife, by the way.
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Mr. BURTON. I know you don’t beat your wife. But what I'm say-
ing is did anybody ever interview you about anything regarding se-
curity interviews with the FBI?

Mr. HUANG. No, not from the FBI, no.

Mr. BURTON. And you got a security clearance. That’s something
we’re going to have to look into.

Mr. Souder.

Mr. SOUDER. I have a new category of questions that I would like
to discuss. And I'm a member of the Natural Resources Committee,
relatively new member. I would like to ask you a few questions
about the Riadys and their coal interests.

Mr. HUANG. Coal interests, OK.

Mr. SOUDER. Could you explain a little bit of what your under-
standing is of what the Riadys own in Indonesia related to the coal
industry?

Mr. HUANG. That was long, long before. I didn’t even know what,
whether he really had any substantial interest in coal. I think they
have some coal mines way early back into late seventies or early
sixties. I know for fact probably they don’t own any coal mine at
the time when this issue was—you know, occurred.

Mé ?SOUDER. Do you know anything about the P.T. Kitadin Min-
ing Co?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, there was a company under Lippo Group in
early stage. That was—I think that might be related to the coal
mine, coal mining interest that they own.

Mr. SOUDER. You say it was at the early stages of Lippo. And to
your knowledge, at wasn’t functioning during this period, or that
was

Mr. HUANG. My best guess is that during that period we’re talk-
ing about this event in 1996, I don’t—because in the group lit-
erature is never mentioned about the company’s name any further.

Mr. SOUDER. Do you know where its mines were located or any-
thing about the value of their deposits?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t know about those, no.

Mr. SOUDER. Do you know anything about the Lippo Group
whether they owned the P.T. Adaro Mining Co?

Mr. HUANG. That I don’t know.

Mr. SOUDER. In your interview with the Justice Department or
the FBI, you stated that Mr. Riady’s coal interests were minimal
and that Indonesia had significant infrastructure problems that
prohibited the development of the country’s coal resources.

Mr. HUANG. Yes, I did say that. Yeah. I will explain to you fur-
ther why I thought that. Because Mr. Riady, Sr., in the early
stages he mentioned that the coal mining they did could not even
come out to the big ship. So the ship would have to dock in the
deep water ocean area. They would have to have some kind of
barge, a small boat, and load it back and forth. That’s what I
meant that the facility was not that well.

Mr. SOUDER. Are there other companies in Indonesia that are a
lot bigger than the Riadys’ coal holdings, than P.T. Kitadin or P.T.
Adaro?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t know about that. I don’t know about that.

Mr. SOUDER. The reason is, were you aware that Indonesia is the
fourth largest exporter of coal in the world?
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Mr. HUANG. I'm aware they’re large. I don’t know their ranking
though, yeah.

Mr. SOUDER. And the problem that we’re trying to work through
here is to try to reconcile—yes, they have infrastructure problems,
which of course can be fixed over time, but already theyre the
fourth largest coal exporter in the world; in fact, of low sulfur coal.
That’s its most environmentally, what, appropriate, sensitive.
They’re the second largest holder in the world of this low sulfur
coal. Were you aware of that?

Mr. HUANG. I was not aware of that.

Mr. SOUDER. Your testimony is that you do not know this. But
P.T. Kitadin and P.T. Adaro were two companies that owned and
we are trying to figure out how much of that they own because it
is the second largest resources in the world. And the political prob-
lem here and what there has been a lot of debate about is that the
largest resources in the world in Utah were pulled off during this
time period.

I would like to, at least, put in the record some of our concern
and then ask followup. And there is not really any short way to do
it. I would just like to put this in the record. And that is, Septem-
ber 18, 1996, the President unilaterally established a 1.7 million
acre Grand Staircase Escalante National Monument in southern
Utah.

Now, we have battled with whether or not this is an appropriate
use of the national monument. The area is a beautiful area. And
you could argue either way whether this should be part of our na-
tional monument park wilderness system. And quite frankly, this
President has shown a willingness to take almost any park or area
and turn it into a wilderness area. And furthermore, they had a
great picture that ran in the front page in color in my home news-
paper of Vice President Gore doing a signing with the Grand Can-
yon in the background, so they got a good political hit.

But it appears there was more to it than that. Because a 1997
congressional investigation learned that, for example, Kathleen
McGinty, in correspondence, the chair of the Council on Environ-
mental Quality, stated, “I am increasingly of the view that we
should just drop these Utah ideas. These lands are not really in
danger because they are under the Federal Government control.
They were not in danger. So why did they need to be a national
monument.”

Then further investigation revealed that it was to protect the
land from coal mining. In fact, at the signing ceremony, the Presi-
dent said it was to protect this from Dutch coal companies. The
mining was conducted by a Dutch coal company, Andalex, and was
strictly of the areas of vast reserve of clean-burning, low sulfur
coal, some of the most environmentally sensitive.

Then, furthermore, this is what ties in because he did not have
a traditional national monument justification. Even his own admin-
istration in correspondence said they did not do it. Then he actu-
ally went at the signing ceremony and said this is because of the
coal and what in effect he did was pull the largest resource of this
coal mining off the market, which could have been for a number
of reasons, which I grant, but happened to then make the Indo-
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nesian holdings the largest holdings in the world of this low sulfur
coal.

This happens to coincide is, after $2.5 million had gone in from
related organizations into the campaign from 1992 to 1996,
$450,000 was given to Clinton immediately after the creation of the
monument. And furthermore, on top of that, we had the money
that we were talking about earlier that went to Webb Hubbell. So
it is at least something that many people wonder about because it
was such an unusual, extraordinary, and not really defensible posi-
tion and in the normal course of things of why he did it. Although,
it could have been for campaign reasons. I grant it, it could be oth-
ers. But it looks very suspicious.

Now, what I would like to know is that, at any time with your
work with the Lippo Group, did you hear this type of thing dis-
cussed? Was this part of the multiplicity of interests? Earlier you
testified that Mr. Riady had a multiplicity of interests in getting
involved in campaigns and trying to get influence with the govern-
ment. Was coal mining one of those interests?

Mr. HUANG. No, that subject never came up, sir.

Mr. WaxXxMAN. Will the gentleman yield to me for 10 seconds?

Mr. SOUDER. Yes, I yield to you.

Mr. WAXMAN. I just want to report to you that on July 24, 1997,
according to the Washington Times, certainly a conservative news-
paper, it says, “Congress checks Lippo link to clean coal.” And they
said, after receiving hundreds of pages of administration docu-
ments turned over to congressional investigators, the Washington
Times said they saw no Lippo connection.

Thank you for yielding to me. I just wanted to put that on the
record.

Mr. HUANG. I'm sorry.

Mr. SOUDER. Did you have any further comments on that?

Mr. HUANG. No, coal issue never came up.

Mr. SOUDER. Did you have any discussions at any time about the
Escalante National Monument?

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. SOUDER. Were you familiar that that was occurring?

Mr. HUANG. No, I don’t.

Mr. SOUDER. When you were a representative in Asia for, as I
understand the historic record, the Worthen Bank that became
part of the Lippo organizations

Mr. HUANG. Lippo had some investment interests in the Worthen
Bank jointly with the Stephens, Inc.

Mr. SOUDER. And that Lippo had interests with Stephens. Let
me not get diverted in Stephens for a second. But you represent
their Asian interests.

Did that include Indonesia?

Mr. HUANG. No. I represent for the Worthen Bank as a Far East
representative when I was in Hong Kong.

Mr. SOUDER. Did that include Indonesia?

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. SOUDER. Far East. When you say “Far East” in Hong Kong.

Mr. HuaNnG. I was the representative in the Worthen Bank for
Far East area.
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Mr. SOUDER. And by Far East, in definition, it would have in-
cluded Indonesia?

Mr. HUANG. That’s right. Indonesia, Hong Kong, China, what-
ever.

Mr. SOUDER. And in those Far Eastern interests, at any time was
that related to coal?

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. SOUDER. So coal never came up as an interest to any of the
people?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. SOUDER. Did you know or did you ever hear that Mr. Hub-
bell, who worked at the Rose law firm at that time, and you said
he represented some of Lippo interests, whether he ever had any-
thing to do with the Lippo interests in coal? Because as Mr. Wax-
man pointed out and you said earlier, it does not appear there were
active coal mining interests at the time of the Escalante decision
but that Lippo had interests that were relevantly, we do not know
whether they were dormant, in other words, they could not get ac-
cess to their land and they were just a holding company at this
point, or whether they had sold them off it would be interesting to
know.

But what we do know is that in this earlier period when you
worked with Worthen Bank and when Mr. Hubbell did, that there
were interests in coal.

Do you know whether Mr. Hubbell had anything to do with those
interests?

Mr. HUANG. I do not know.

Mr. SOUDER. So this is something that I still find disturbing, but
I appreciated your answering those questions because many Ameri-
cans were trying and still are trying to figure out how all of a sud-
den we wind up with this huge national monument, much of which
is clearly environmentally precious area that would be protected,
but a lot of it was pretty marginal and when, in fact, we had major
United States resources pulled off the market and the primary ben-
eficiary is Indonesia. And we would still like to figure out how that
happened. Whether or not it was Mr. Riady, it may have been
other interests, as well. So thank you for your responses.

Mr. HUANG. Thank you, Mr. Souder.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. LaTourette.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Huang, I have some questions about Pauline Kanchanalak.
Before 1 ask those questions, I want to report to my friend, Mr.
Waxman, that during one of the breaks I called my office about Mr.
Solomon’s 302s and when I told them staff reception Rayburn, mid-
thirties, dark hair, they said that if he was also wearing a Navy
blue suit they think they know who he is.

I have a couple of observations that I would make about Pauline
Kanchanalak. She was at, as we already established, at the head
table at the event on February 19 that we have talked a lot about.
I want to focus on another date, June 18, 1996, a coffee, one of the
infamous coffees at the White House. And Pauline Kanchanalak
was in fact involved with the coffee on June 18, 1996, at the White
House, was she not?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct, sir.
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Mr. LATOURETTE. And did you arrange and work with her on
June 18th in preparation for that coffee fundraising event?

Mr. HUANG. I did work with her, yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Exhibit 441, if you could flip in your programs
to 441, is a briefing paper for the President of the United States
prepared, by I suppose, the Democratic National Committee. It is
dated June 6, 1996. I would ask if you helped prepare this briefing
paper as part of your role at the Democratic National Committee?

[Exhibit 441 follows:]
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DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL
COMMITTEE BUDGET/
FUNDRAISING
PRESENTATION TO THE
PRESIDENT ON 6 JUNE
1996

 EXHIBIT
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Mr. HUANG. Exhibit 441, sir?

Mr. LATOURETTE. Exhibit 441, right. I think I have the number
right.

Mr. HUANG. Yes, I'm looking at it right now.

Mr. LATOURETTE. That’s fine. Take your time. Did you help pre-
pare that document?

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Do you know who did prepare it?

Mr. HuANG. Excuse me, Congressman. Are you talking about ex-
hibit 441, the following page of 441, the chart, right?

Mr. LATOURETTE. The chart.

Mr. HUANG. I did not prepare 441.

Mr. LATOURETTE. The document 441, regardless of who prepared
it, projects that the coffee to be held on June 18, 1996, would bring
in an estimated $400,000. Do you see that?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Do you know how that projected figure was de-
termined?

Mr. HUANG. This is not the first coffee event that the DNC had.
DNC had quite a few—I shouldn’t say many—quite a few coffees
previously. Essentially, through those events, they were trying to
inspire some people to come in and have a chance to have a meet-
ing with the Chief Executive of the country or Vice President and
hopefully we can inspire these people to later on make contribu-
tion. But generally for those kind of events they would target—the
target, hopefully, after these coffees they can raise approximately
$500,000.

Mr. LATOURETTE. But in particular, when they were talking
about this, and I understand the purpose behind the coffees, but
somebody said, you know, like any fundraising event they say, we
hope to raise $1,000 or $5,000. Somebody thought that you could
raise $400,000 at the June 18th coffee or the $400,000 could be re-
alized for the campaign as a result of the contacts made at the cof-
fee. I am asking you how that figure was determined. Do you
know?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, I do.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Why don’t you tell us.

Mr. HUANG. This was Ms. Kanchanalak, she would like to have
a coffee. She said she would like to, you know, raise this amount
of money.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And then so that figure came from Pauline
Kanchanalak?

Mr. HUANG. It is her idea she wanted to have coffee and some-
how she knew about roughly doing coffees how much she was will-
ing to raise that kind of money.

Mr. LATOURETTE. As we already established, as a result of her
attendance at the event in February, you had a misimpression as
to 1}'11e‘¥ immigration status or citizen status at this period of time,
right?

Mr. HUANG. In fact, the impression was way earlier back in 1992
when first time I met with her.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Today, as we sit here in Washington, you know
that in 1996 she was not a citizen of the United States?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.
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Mr. LATOURETTE. Nor a green card recipient?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Now, Richard Sullivan already testified and he
testified that originally at this coffee there were only eight invitees
or eight people to be in attendance at this coffee on June 18th:
President Clinton; yourself; Donald Fowler, who is the chairman of
the Democratic National Committee; Marvin Rosen, who was the
finance chairman; Pauline Kanchanalak; and then three additional
individuals, Khun Dhanin, Khun Sumet, and Khun Sarasin I be-
lieve.

Does that fit with your recollection? Is that true?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. LATOURETTE. That is a pretty small group. That was the
original group that was to be present?

Mr. HUANG. That was not original group to be present.

Mr. LATOURETTE. That was?

Mr. HUANG. Was not.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Who else was going to come?

Mr. HUANG. Apparently when we planned this kind of event you
supposedly have a target, potential guest list being presented. So
originally I think few weeks, maybe a couple weeks earlier, maybe
even 3 weeks earlier there was a list. I request Pauline to come up.
I believe she faxed to me. That list of the names is different from
the final names on the list who actually attended that coffee event.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Right, more people eventually attended than I
just read to you. But my question was, Mr. Sullivan testified that,
and we are going to get into why more people eventually showed
up, but it was his recollection that this was the group that was
originally going to be there and then some people had some ques-
tions and concerns about it when they said, yikes, other than DNC
officials, there is not a U.S. citizen in the batch. And so I am ask-
ing you if that is true or not. Is Mr. Sullivan’s recollection correct
based upon your own?

Mr. HUANG. He did not really express that to me. I am going to
go back to why I am saying original list is important. Original list
was involving quite a lot of American businessmen. Ms.
Kanchanalak was also involved in United States-Thai and business
counsel so we had a lot of members coming from American side.
Apparently she had the intention to invite some of those members
on American side to attend. The lists were coming down, some of
the guests you just mentioned, the names are very long, I could not
even pronounced them right at this time.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Again, going to Mr. Sullivan, and for the
record, who is Richard Sullivan?

Mr. HUANG. He was the director of finance at DNC.

Mr. LATOURETTE. According to Mr. Sullivan’s deposition that he
delivered over to the Senate, he stated that he grew concerned that
the Kanchanalak coffee, and apparently was it ever known as the
Kanchanalak coffee this June 18th event? Did people start calling
it the Kanchanalak coffee as opposed to the coffee at the White
House?

Mr. HUANG. This is the first time I heard that it called
Kanchanalak coffee.
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Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. Well, he indicated in his deposition that
he was concerned, he grew concerned that Kanchanalak intended
to invite only her foreign clients to the June 18 coffee.

Did anyone mention that concern to you?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t recall that, no.

Mr. LATOURETTE. He also indicated to you that he expressed con-
cern to you, this is Mr. Sullivan talking again, about Kanchanalak
using the coffee for an improper purpose by inviting only foreign
businessmen.

Do you recall Mr. Sullivan telling you that?

Mr. HUANG. I do not recall that, no.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Is it true, based upon your remembrance of
this particular fundraising event, that Kanchanalak was in fact
using the coffee for an improper purpose?

Mr. HUANG. At the time, no.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Do you believe so today based upon what you
know? Or what are you telling, at the time you did not think so
but maybe you do now?

Mr. HUANG. At the time I did not think so.

Mr. LATOURETTE. How do you feel about it today?

Mr. HUANG. The reason, she was not eligible to give, so that’s not
proper already.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Sullivan testified also and I want to read
you part of his deposition,

When John came up with a preliminary list of who she was going to bring, it in-
cluded—the list was her and the three—the three people from Thailand. I said, John
that’s not—I recall saying, John, that’s not what we’re looking for. I don’t want to
get—I said, I would prefer, you know—I was thinking she was bringing in some peo-
ple, fellow people, that she would be working with in fundraising, some people that
might be potential donors, American citizens. We wanted potential donors and to

tell her to at least to get some more American citizens, more potential donors, more
people who are of greater use to us down the road.

Did he say that to you?

Mr. HUANG. If he did say that, I could not recall that, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Sullivan indicated that not only did he say
that to you but you said that the coffee was very, very important
to Pauline Kanchanalak and that you and Kanchanalak were ada-
mant about having the coffee and insisted that the CP group
businesspersons be permitted to attend.

Is this true?

Mr. HUANG. Part of the statement what you are saying, the point
you raised is like this, it is important to Pauline. Pauline did indi-
cate to me this is going to be very important to her. But
culturewise, I would not really, you know, go in the confrontational
basis to anybody on that. Especially Pauline, you know, has records
at that time to, you know, what was giving a lot of money in the
past before.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Then that goes to the next point. Again Mr.
Sullivan’s deposition indicated that it is the only time that he can
recall that you expressed some emotion about a particular event.
And according to him you said something about the effect of,

You know, you know, Richard, Pauline has been a big contributor, a big sup-
porter, and it goes back to Vick Rasier and Ron Brown and she is very high mainte-

nance. She has been good to us and she is making—she is going to be good to us
and help us in the fall. This is important to her and I feel strongly about it.
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Does that pretty much fit with what you were just saying?

Mr. HUANG. May not be the exact language, but the meaning
probably is that I did indicate the importance of Pauline.

Now, what I would like to supplement to the committee is, Pau-
line has been quoted by the DNC, other members of the finance
committee, to come up with money, without much success. Pauline
to me personally said, these people always want to give money and
I don’t get any benefit on that. So, therefore, that’s how I was ap-
proached, she said, John, I want to work with you on that basis.
This is how that happened.

That’s why I was sort of advocating certain points on her behalf.

Mr. SHAYS [presiding]. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Ms. Norton, it is nice to have you here. And you have 5 minutes
and probably more if you would ask for it.

Ms. NORTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Huang, in the press—there have been indications made in
the press about whether you had any agreement with people to vio-
late or circumvent campaign rules and regulations. I am not sure
I have seen that in any previous statements, so let me ask you
straightforwardly.

Did you, in fact, have any conversation or meeting with Mr.
Riady where the two of you discussed violating or circumventing
campaign rules and regulations?

Mr. HUANG. Congresswoman, just a second, please.

Congresswoman, there was no specific discussion in that kind of
language to say we're going to violate the rules or not.

Ms. NORTON. Or circumvent the rules?

Mr. HUANG. Or circumvent the rules.

Mr. SHAYS. Would the gentlelady yield just for the benefit of the
gentleman, not to interrupt you.

But given your testimony so far, I just wondered if you want to
reconsider your answer. Do you want time to just talk to your
counsel on this issue? I just think it might give the wrong impres-
sion.

Ms. NORTON. If I could clarify my own question. Because much
of what we believe we know about this matter comes from the
press, and I am specifically concerned about whether you had any
agreement with people to violate or circumvent campaign rules or
regulations, as the press has implied.

I have looked at Mr. Huang’s prior statements and I have not
found that, and I want to know whether I have missed it or wheth-
er there was indeed any conversation or any meeting where there
was a discussion of circumventing campaign rules and regulations.

You have been admonished to be careful. I am looking to see
whether there was any such agreement between the two of you.

Mr. HUANG. Congresswoman:

Ms. NORTON. Let me make sure you understand. I am aware of
what you have pleaded to. I am aware of your actions. We are try-
ing to ascertain the extent to which Mr. Riady was involved in an
agreement to circumvent campaign rules and regulations.

Mr. HuaNG. To answer your question, Congresswoman, I plead
guilty to agreeing to violating the rules. And also, I can do it, you
know, it is about $800 some thousand, maybe around that figure.
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But there was never explicit use of the terms of what you have
mentioned.

Ms. NORTON. If one looks at the Senate testimony from July
1997, a former Lippo Bank official testified that the Lippo Bank
did not receive any benefits either financially or in the form of reg-
ulatory assistance.

Now, when you made political contributions, did you do so with
the intention that the Lippo Bank or any other Lippo entity would
receive favors or benefits as a result?

Mr. HuaNG. Congresswoman, the contribution would benefit
Lippo Group in general. Since Lippo Bank California is one of the
units of the Lippo Group, certainly Lippo Bank get some sort of
benefit. But I don’t know. I can’t specifically mention anything at
this point, you know, what the bank was benefited right now.

Ms. NORTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON [presiding]. Let me just take a couple minutes here
for some questions.

You told us that you identified an additional $700,000 or
$800,000 in illegal contributions to the Justice Department be-
tween 1992 and 1994; is that correct? I think you said it was in
addition to the $156,000 that you pled to, $700,000 to $800,00. Is
that correct?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Do you include in that total the $450,000 that
James and Aileen Riady gave to State parties in 19927

Mr. HUANG. That is not.

Mr. BURTON. So in addition to $700,000 to $800,000, there is an-
other $450,000 that they gave to State parties?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct, yes.

Mr. BURTON. Those were illegal contributions, as well?

Mr. HUANG. At the time, Mr. Chairman, Mr. James Riady had
the legal status in the United States as a PR, a green card, and
so does Aileen Riady at that time.

Mr. BURTON. It is my information that Mr. Riady had not been
a permanent resident of the United States for a couple of years in
1992, he had abandoned his residence, he was outside the country
for at least 2 years or about 2 years.

Mr. HUANG. The only thing I can report, Mr. Chairman, is the
knowledge I know is that Mr. Riady in 1992 he had a green card
with him.

Mr. BURTON. Was he living in the United States?

Mr. HUANG. He had a residence.

Mr. BURTON. Was he living in the United States? According to
the information we have, he had been living in Indonesia for about
2 years and had abandoned his residence by 1992 and was not liv-
ing in the United States.

You were working for him. You must have known where he lived.
He was not living in the United States.

Mr. HuaNG. He was traveling back and forth. When he was in
the United States, he would use his residence, though. That’s the
only thing I can answer to you.

Mr. BURTON. Where was his family?

Mr. HUANG. His family was traveling with him.

Mr. BURTON. So everybody lived on an airplane.
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Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. BURTON. Where did he spend most of his time?

Mr. HUANG. At that period of time he spent more time in Indo-
nesia.

Mr. BURTON. So he was living in Indonesia, but when he came
here, he was staying at a residence here?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct. But he also had a green card with
him.

Mr. BURTON. I think we are splitting hairs here. The fact is that
he was not a permanent resident of the United States.

Did the Justice Department tell you that they considered this
$450,000 in contributions he made to the State parties illegal?

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Chairman, to answer your question, they did
ask about it, you know, and we also explained to them. I didn’t be-
lieve they expressed an opinion on that.

Mr. BURTON. They did not express an opinion about whether or
not it was illegal or not for him to give them money?

Mr. HUANG. That’s right.

Mr. BURTON. Earlier you said that James Riady could not make
contributions when you were at the DNC because he had aban-
doned his permanent residence, is that right, here in the United
States?

Mr. HUANG. I did not ask him. He did not have any legal status,
so there is no point.

Mr. BURTON. Did he still have that place he visited and stayed
at when he came to the United States?

Mr. HUANG. I think the residence was still maintained, yes.

Mr. BURTON. So he still had the residence just like he did back
in 1990 and 1991 and so forth when he flew back and forth. But
now, once you are at the DNC, you are saying he did not have legal
status?

Mr. HUANG. He did not have the green card.

Mr. BURTON. He gave his green card back?

Mr. HUANG. I believe so.

Mr. BURTON. I see. So that is the difference, he gave his green
card back. But the fact is he has lived as a permanent resident
since about 1990 in Indonesia, he just traveled back and forth.

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. BURTON. So the $450,000 that he gave to State parties was
given when he had a green card but he was living in Indonesia?

Mr. HUANG. Most of the time, yes.

Mr. BURTON. I want to go into a number of questions, but I think
what I will do now is yield to Mr. Shays because I want to get into
the Hsi Lai Temple and the contributions that took place and that
is going to be quite lengthy. And so I will go to Mr. Shays now.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Huang, I just want to clarify something I did not
think we needed to go over but I want to be somewhat specific. I
mean, the sense I had with you, without going into every bloody
detail, was that you had decided to find a way to have Mr. Riady
carry out on his million dollar contribution effort to the President.
So now I want to ask you some specific questions. Because my view
to the questions I asked was I asked was this a team effort and
you said yes.
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Did you inform James Riady of every contribution made on be-
half of the Lippo Group?

Mr. HUANG. During 1992

Mr. SHAYS. 1993 and 1994, yeah.

Mr. HUANG. I'm trying to answer. 1994, for instance, there is a
Lippo executive who made a contribution, or I solicited from them
to give a check to me. I did have on occasion to mention to him,
say each and every individual.

Mr. SHAYS. How did you do this?

Mr. HUANG. Through phone.

Mr. SHAYS. Did you provide Mr. Riady with precise information
on each contributor?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, I did.

Mr. SHAYS. Did you tell the Justice Department that James
Riady had enough time to write down all of the information on
each contribution?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, I did.

Mr. SHAYS. Did Mr. Riady record all the information you gave
him?

Mr. HUANG. As far as I understand. But he was on the other side
of the phone and I did not see him.

Mr. SHAYS. Does this apply to all Lippo-related contributions in
1992, 1993, and 1994?

Mr. HUANG. Basically, you're correct on that, sir.

Mr. SHAYS. So the bottom line is both of you were working to-
gether to find a way to have them carry out this pledge and you
worked hand-in-hand in this effort. That is true, isn’t it?

Mr. HUANG. Yes. He was aware of what I was doing, yes.

Mr. SHAYS. And he had to implement what you were doing and
he had to make sure those individuals were reimbursed; isn’t that
correct?

Mr. HuaNG. To affirmatively answer to some of the people, 1
know they were reimbursed. But some of the people I did not know,
but I assumed they were.

Mr. SHAYS. You assumed they were and that was the basis. I
thank you.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Mr. BURTON. Let me ask a couple of questions here, unless are
you ready for more questioning, Mr. Souder?

Mr. SOUDER. Yes. But you can go ahead.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, you indicated you had questions
that were going to be somewhat lengthy on the Hsi Lai Temple.

Mr. BURTON. Yes. I think I’ll defer on those until tomorrow.

Mr. WAaxMAN. I was going to suggest that if you could ask those
questions now, we can get those questions on the record. Mr.
Huang has been here, I think it has been 11 hours, maybe 12 by
the time you are finished with those questions; and I think he an-
swered almost everything that anybody could think to ask him. But
I am sure there are other questions. Maybe we could then submit
questions in writing and have him respond for the record. He did
say he is testifying next week again in Los Angeles on this matter.

Mr. BURTON. No.

Mr. WAXMAN. But it seems to me that——
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Mr. BURTON. We have waited 3 years for Mr. Huang and we are
going to complete the questioning tomorrow or Saturday. We are
going to try to get it all done. We need these questions answered
as thoroughly as possible for the record. And then after we get
these answers for the record, we are going to go over them with
a fine-tooth comb and check them against other things. So we do
not want to do it in writing. We want to do it in a very thorough
and meticulous way. So we are going to proceed.

Let me take 5 minutes now, unless there is objection.

Mr. Huang, we were talking about your severance package some
time ago. Did that cover all your political contributions for you and
your wife in 19947 I believe you said yes.

Mr. HUANG. I did say yes.

Mr. BURTON. How much did it cost you to maintain your two
homes in California?

Mr. HUANG. It varies because I had variable mortgage rates.

Mr. BURTON. I know. But give me a rough idea each year how
much you had to pay to maintain those homes in California.

Mr. HUANG. Anywhere from, monthly, probably between $8,000
and $10,000.

Mr. BURTON. Well, the records we have say you said it cost
$137,000 per year to maintain the homes. Is that about right?

Mr. HUANG. Including other maintenance and expenses, probably
that’s correct, yes.
hMl;. BURTON. Your salary was $127,000 a year. How did you do
that?

Mr. HUuANG. To answer the question, you have to give me a little
tilme to give you some background on this. If you allow me to do
that.

Mr. BURTON. Yes, go ahead.

Mr. HUANG. The two houses actually I had the chance to own in
the concurrent time did not start until the latter part of 1989 and
forwards until last year. To understand that, we have to go back
to how I got involved in those two houses in the first place.

As I reported to the committee, I was working in Hong Kong be-
tween 1983, and actually my family stayed all the way through
1987, although in 1986 I was working in the United States. Being
No. 1, being in the United States for all these years, I really appre-
ciate the country offering me the opportunities. I got married and
worked and also had to save some money and also invest some
money in the stock market, have a little savings there before I
went to Hong Kong.

Now, the law allow, if I understand correctly, when people work-
ing overseas the income up to, say, $70,000 or $75,000 would be
totally tax exempt. So I enjoyed that kind of benefit. Working dur-
ing that period of time, virtually the rent for the apartment in
Hong Kong was paid for by the corporate entity and the school ex-
penses for the children also being paid by the corporate entity. And
also there is a car involved. And even that, my wife and I did not
really chose to hire maid, we were working for ourselves.

So, basically, in that period of time, most of the income was cap-
tured as a saving basis, did not really go to a lot of expenses, like
most of the time like when we living in the United States, you
know, pay a lot of things.
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Mr. BURTON. So how much did you save?

Mr. HUANG. Between $70,000 and $75,000. Very easily that
amount was paid during that period of time probably go over $200
some thousand. Now, in 1987 when I brought my family back here,
that was the tail end in California of the real estate boom. We have
a Congressman here from California who can probably testify to
that as well. I took the opportunity to take some risks at that time.

For instance, the first home we got was in Cerritos in 1987. I be-
lieve I put in something like $70,000 or maybe even $90,000 as a
down, and I borrowed the money for the remaining of the house of
$393,000 plus some closing cost expenses. That’s small relatively.

And in the meantime we found out in the Cerritos area where
we lived, although very nice, but I was working basically in China-
town, downtown in Los Angeles, and the commuting time was quite
horrendous. So we were looking for someplace a little bit closer to
where I was working at that time. So we had to have a place to
live. So we liked Cerritos, the environment was good, so we bought
a home.

At the same time, my wife and I was using the remaining of the
savings or at least a part of the savings to find out that in the
Glendale location there was a new development over there. We
were talking to the sales agent at one time, and next thing we
know the price had gone up $20,000 or $30,000. So we got a mes-
sage on that. So we took a very big gamble and say we probably
like to live in the Glendale area because from there to downtown
is only about 15 minutes driving and the area is very near, it is
a mountain area. So we used the money to put a contract to con-
struct two homes in the concurrent time.

One was the city view, the much better. The other one was with
a mountain view. Because we did not know which one in the end
we were going to live in. So by the time the house was finished,
we decided we would put our Cerritos home, which I bought at
about $393,000, on the market and I sold for over $555,000 in less
than 1 year time.

And in the meantime, the two contracts I did put in those two
houses being constructed in Glendale, the contract price, one was
$595,000 and the other one was $599,000. And finally we decide to
sell one of the house and we decide to live in one. And we put that
house on the market. I believe we sold in a few months for about
$840 some thousand.

So through this combination of things, there would be money
stashed away for us and I was very fortunate at the time on that.

Mr. BURTON. So when you went to the Department of Commerce
and you were making around, what, $60,000 or $70,000, how much
were you making at the Department of Commerce?

Mr. HUANG. In the Commerce Department I was making close to
$110,000, $120,000.

Mr. BURTON. $120,000.

Mr. HUANG. Right.

Mr. Chairman, I did not really finish what I was trying to say.

Mr. BURTON. I think we have the general idea. But go ahead if
you would like to finish.

Mr. HUANG. Yeah. And I also call the sort of the human nature,
I thought this was going to continue moving forward. I sold one
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house already. I had more money. They were selling the last lot in
the development area. So my wife said, Why don’t we get that one?
Hopefully, by the time we are finished with that one, we can de-
cide. That one has larger, city view. Also smaller one is city view
was $800 some thousand already. So I want to get into that one.
I will hope when I finish we can sell one of them and get more
profit on that basis.

Then we got caught and the boom ended. With all the intention
of only own one house, but at that time we ended up with two
houses. Now you go into the weakness of human nature. You say,
well next year it is going to be better. Next year it is going to be
better. But next year never came for a period of time.

Yet I was traveling, doing all different things. When I got the
final home when I was working in New York, was traveling back
and forth, I never had time to take care of that. In the meantime,
you always hope the best, next year is going to come better.

So, basically, from that time, all the money I was making I de-
cide to get it back because you have to carry those two houses. As
you mentioned, it is not really cheap to maintain those two houses.

Mr. BURTON. So when you went to the DNC, you were making,
what, about $60,000 a year?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. BURTON. You went from $110,000 down to $60,000. And you
have been maintaining two homes at about $137,000 a year. Now
you're living off the money you made from those previously; is that
what you’re saying?

Mr. HUANG. This is not true. Part of the moneys are being used,
maybe still have residual moneys. But the key point is the help
came in from the severance pay, remember, in 1994 I got from the
Lippo Group?

Mr. BURTON. Yes.

Mr. HuaNG. That was about another $240,000 or $250,000 com-
ing in. That gave me the breathing room for the following few
years. So that carried on for a few more years until 1996. Because
I think the campaign at the DNC is only for a short period of time.
Afterwards I either going to find another job or go back to the gov-
ernment or whatever it is. Then my financial condition will be re-
stored on the normal basis and I can carry on on a normal basis.

But this thing erupt, so I was functionally unemployable during
the past few years. The crunch time really came in 1998. And I
have to be very truthful to you, I virtually had to borrow money
from people. And then when you really made a determination, luck-
]ioly the real estate market start gradually turning around a little

it.

So in 1998, exactly about a year and month ago, we sold the
house and did not lose money. We were able to get all of our equity
back. And also I sold another investment which my wife and I were
carrying when we were living in D.C. area back in the seventies,
sold one of the rental homes as well. We were using those kind of
money to pay off the debts and pay off my living expenses, legal
expenses. That’s how it become.

Mr. BURTON. All of the bonuses that you received, the $20,000
this year or the money—you got $20,000 from the Riadys, I guess
this year in 1999, and $18,000 last year; is that correct?
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Mr. HUANG. That is not a bonus. That is a gift.

Mr. BURTON. Did you get any other gifts or bonuses like that?

Mr. HUANG. During this couple years, sir?

Mr. BURTON. Well, in the last several years.

Mr. HUANG. I didn’t recall anyone else giving money.

Mr. BURTON. On the bonuses you received from the Lippo Group,
the Riadys, you said sometimes you got money in cash from some
people, the $18,000, $20,000, did you report all of that on your in-
come taxes?

Mr. HuANG. No, that was a gift. It was not a bonus, sir. In other
words, the gifts to—in other words, as far as I learn, you know, I
am entitled to receive gifts of less than $10,000 without even re-
porting anything.

Mr. BURTON. And you do not pay taxes on that?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. BURTON. Did you borrow any money from Mr. Riady?

Mr. HUANG. No, I did not borrow from him.

Mr. BURTON. Those gifts were $20,000, you said, and $18,000?

Mr. HUANG. In different years.

Mr. BURTON. In different years. And you said if it is under
$10,000 you don’t have to report it?

Mr. HUANG. For two persons, one for my wife, for each person.
Actually, the money went to my wife did not come to me, but I am
reporting it because I consider my wife is part of me, and so I just
mention to you, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Souder.

Mr. SOUDER. As is always true, when people abuse power higher
up and people along the road wind up abusing power, too, there is
really sad family tragedies.

I think one of the things that touched me most in all these hear-
ings, I was talking 1 day to Johnny Chung in between some meet-
ings and he told how he would go down to the pier in San Diego
and always loved to fish there with his son, but after this broke,
he could not go there because the media was there; and one of the
things that he missed most was being able to fish with his son.

He also said that all the people that used to welcome him over
at the White House and Mrs. Clinton’s office and other places, he
said, they don’t consider me a friend anymore.

Those are tough times. It happened in Watergate, too, when
there were tons of people who lost everything they had, some of
whom were marginal players, some of whom were bigger players,
and some of whom really deserved what happened to them.

I do not know for sure where all you fall, but I am sorry for your
personal struggles.

Mr. HuanG. Well, I thank you for bringing up, Mr. Souder. In
fact, my lawyer didn’t even know when this so-called treason thing
came up. And my son received a call. Somebody called and said
something, that apparently treason is death by hanging, you know,
just openly spoke through the phone. And my son told me very
nervously on that basis.

Certain thing it did happen. If I'm allowed to make a few points
here, more personal things, I never proclaimed that life is going to
be fair and people are going to be fair, all life is going to be smooth.
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If T did not come to work in the government and did not come
to work for DNC, probably I working for other profession. I will
meet other challenges, as well. The key when we face the chal-
lenges, we have to honestly to the best of ourselves to face the chal-
lenge and then get it over with. That would be one event in your
life. Because the event is not going to last you for life because you
have many more years to go in your life. Hopefully you can get it
over with as quickly as possible.

This is the thing, that’s the attitude I'm taking. Certainly I was
sorry. I made a mistake. I create a lot of notoriety. I caused a lot
of pain for a lot of people. But I did it, so I'm trying to correct it
as much as I can on that basis.

Mr. SOUDER. One of the things that I hope you understand, too,
is that it is not always comfortable being in our position in trying
to get to this. But there are a number of issues that we are at the
edges of here. The most probably significant thing to the United
States of America is the fact that, for whatever reason, incom-
petence, virtual slobbering over increased trade to China, and pos-
sible decisions that were made inside this administration that may
have been influenced by money, have potentially lost every nuclear
secret we have in this country; and my son and my children could
die because of that.

So in addition to whatever problems you have and the individ-
uals that get involved in these investigations, in fact, somewhere
along the line all of our families have been put at risk.

Furthermore, when decisions are unilaterally made by an admin-
istration regarding coal policy, and they take other people’s assets
who invested much money in these companies and hoped to do
that; in addition there are many people involved who were follow-
ing laws on political campaigns and they try to run campaigns and
that leads to employment for different people and they may have
lost their jobs.

There are lots of different stories. But I think, I myself am a
Christian, and I think anybody whose heart does not go out to you
as an individual is insensitive. But there are, I think, larger ques-
tions that we need to pursue.

Mr. HuaNG. Right. I fully agree with you, you know, Congress-
man. That’s why I'm here and hopefully can make a satisfactory
conclusion afterwards.

Mr. SOUDER. Well, thank you.

I now have another series of questions and they relate to what
we referred to a couple of times as the Wiriadinata contributions.
And I apologize if I mispronounce it. But I get called at least half
the time Sooder rather than Souder. My name is not as com-
plicated, but we all do that. I will do the best I can. If I make any
errors, please forgive me.

Could you explain how you met them?

Mr. HUANG. I met the—let me call the first name, probably be
easier because the last name is very long. Would you agree? Would
that be OK with you?

I think the man’s name is Arief and the wife’s name is Soraya.
So it is much shorter and easier.

The first time I met with the couple was in the summer of 1994,
not too far after I joined the Commerce Department.
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Soraya’s father is Mr. Hasjim Ning, as you know very well al-
ready. Apparently he travel around the world very, very regularly.
And he has got daughters here in Virginia in addition to Soraya.
I have learned other daughters are coming from different mother
from the other two sisters living in this neighborhood.

The summer Mr. Hasjim Ning suffered a heart attack. So he im-
mediately went to the hospital. So out of that kind of concern, and
I happened to be here in Washington, and so I was contacted indi-
rectly or directly by Mr. Riady, indicating would I could extend
some courtesy to visit to Mr. Hasjim Ning on that basis. Besides,
I met Mr. Hasjim Ning during some kind of group kind of meeting
back in Indonesia.

So in the hospital, that was the first time I met with the couple.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to give the gentleman
an additional 5 minutes to pursue his investigation.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection.

Mr. SOUDER. Could you look at exhibit No. 210? This is a letter
from President Clinton to Dr. Ning. Did you request that letter?

[Exhibit 210 follows:]
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16/11/96 FRI 19:30 FAX

June 18, 1998

br.
Alexandriaj Virginia

Dear Hasjim:
8 80 sorry to learn of your hsalth

this difficult time.

Sincarely, ‘fl

BILL CLIATON

BC/MS/SH/vwse (Corres. #229$301)
P-102 .

NOT MAIL
TURN TO: Yusuf Khapra, 174 CEOB

. _You are in my thoughts end prayers

F 0!]3}9[6

PENGAD-Bayorne, N, J.
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Mr. HUANG. I did not request that letter.

Mr. SOUDER. Did Mr. Riady request the letter? Do you know who
requested the letter?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t know whether that was Mr. Riady’s sugges-
tion, let me go straightforward—straight suggestion to Mr. Mark
Middleton. Hopefully he might be able to get something like this
to show some gesture to make him feel better on that.

Mr. SOUDER. So you were approached by Mr. Middleton.

On exhibit 211 there is a letter from Dr. Ning to President Clin-
ton. This is dated September 5th.

Do you know how long Dr. Ning took in recovering?

[Exhibit 211 follows:]
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10/11/98 FRI 19:30 FAI

DR. HMNM. HASJIM NNG
. Septembar 05.1995

The White House
Washinten 0.C.
USA

4
' /\l &
The Honorable \ /S% ’
Presigent Bill Clinton /

Decr Mr. President,
it is 30 thoughtful of you to think cbout me when | was recovering from
the surgsry in Washington D.C. fhvee months ago. | thonk you for your

prayers and Concem. | aiso thank you for sending Mr. Mork Middefon
to visht me ot that time.

!womyoufolmowthafmvrecovetyhprogtmmroﬂwwel,'ome
ex'remmafmedodorouowedmetofrcvd oll the way back to
Jakarta. indonesia last week.
Ibokfwwordto?r\eoppamfvtomefhgyouhpemnatcmre
oppontunity and ceftainly wish you continued success with af your
programmes.

MayGodblwyouandyoufmw.

Yours sincerely..

Yeeo ki

DR. HMNM HASJIM NING

EXHIBIT

| PENGAD-Bayonne, N, J.

R DNC 1227205
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Mr. HUANG. I am not sure he really recovered. He was constantly
a little bit better and then worse, that kind of situation. But he
was here for quite a few months.

Mr. SOUDER. And in the letter it says it thanked the President
for Mr. Middleton’s visit.

Were you with Mr. Middleton when he visited the hospital?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, we did.

Mr. SOUDER. Anyone else with the two of you?

Mr. HUANG. No, just Middleton and himself and myself.

Mr. SOUDER. Do you know whether the President requested Mr.
Middleton to go?

Mr. HUANG. I didn’t believe that was the case; no, sir.

Mr. SOUDER. Did you or anyone else make an effort to have Vice
President Gore visit the hospital?

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. SOUDER. In exhibit 212, it is a November 8, 1995 letter from
President Clinton to Dr. Ning sent to Mark Middleton—do you
know why it was sent to Mr. Middleton?

[Exhibit 212 follows:]
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10/11-98 FRI 19:30 FAL N . 2004

Novembar 8, 199§

pr. H.M.¥M.M. Hasiim Ning
Jakatta
INDONESIA

pear Hasjim:

1 was pleased to get the encouraging
news about your heaalth., You have been
ia my thoughts, and Hillary joins me in
sending best wishes for your continuad

recovery. m wﬁ.mﬂ ﬁ

sincerely,

BC/IPD/JB/TRS ; /ckb {Corres. #2550797T)
(11.ning.h)

" Commazce Corporation

Suite $60

1438 Pennsylvania Avenus, N.W.
washington, D.C. 20004

¥1148

EXHIBIT

212

PENGAD-Bayonne, . J.

I I DNC 1227206
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Mr. HUANG. I do not know. This is the first time I have seen this
letter, though.

Mr. SOUDER. How often did you see Soraya and Arief in between
the time Dr. Ning fell ill and the November 2nd fundraising event?
Did you see them very often?

Mr. HUuANG. No, I did not. But we met a few times, yes. And oc-
casionally, Congressman, as I mentioned to you, my home was in
L.A., there is a large Indonesian community over there as well. Oc-
casionally I brought in for them some Indonesian food. Because the
family member was here, they flew in, I think wife of Mr. Ning was
here.

Mr. SOUDER. Had you visited their home before?

Mr. HUANG. No, I did not.

Mr. SOUDER. Did you know what their careers were or what their
jobs were?

Mr. HUANG. You are talking about Arief? I did not know for sure
his exact job. But he received a master’s degree from the Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania and he was planning to set up a business in
California.

Mr. SOUDER. Did they seem very wealthy?

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. SOUDER. Or just kind of more middle class?

Mr. HUANG. No, for themself it is not, you can’t really judge from
the outside. But I do know deep down in back of my head the fam-
ily is very, very wealthy.

Mr. SOUDER. Because of Soraya’s parents, or how would you
know that?

Mr. HUANG. Soraya’s parents, yes.

Mr. SOUDER. But you did not know whether they actually had
that money, you just knew that she was potentially going to inherit
that money?

Mr. HUANG. Sort of over your life you sort of develop some kind
of judgment. Now the real judgment is correct or not correct, that’s
another story. But the impression, the family is very well off. The
kids always have money.

Mr. SOUDER. By “very well off,” do you mean like millionaires?

Mr. HUANG. Definitely in that range, yes.

Mr. SOUDER. But then they were living in a townhouse at the
time. Do you know why they had been living in a townhouse if they
were millionaires?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t know. I don’t know. You know, by where they
are living and what kind of car they are driving, really sometimes
it is not much barrier to the wealth of the person, though.

Mr. SOUDER. Because—this is important—because they put a lot
of money into the campaign; and the question was, was that their
money or not their money? And that is kind of where I am headed
with some of my questions. So I am trying to establish what you
knew and what you suspect.

Mr. HUANG. Sure.

Mr. SOUDER. Are you aware of the statements that they made in
the Senate reports on campaign finance?

Mr. HUANG. I am not aware of that, no.

Mr. SOUDER. That they made it clear that you directed all of
their political contributions, and that they—Arief acknowledged
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that your solicitations began in 1995 when you were still a Com-
merce official. It goes on to state, “Arief acknowledged that your so-
licitations began in 1995, when you were still a Commerce official.”
It goes on to state, “Arief recounted that long-solicited November
9, 1995 contributions in connection with the Washington, DC, fund-
raising event.” Do you believe those are accurate statements?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct, starting from that time.

Mr. SOUDER. Were you aware that they were given a large
amount of money in early 1995 by Dr. Ning?

Mr. HUANG. By Dr. Ning?

Mr. SOUDER. Yes.

Mr. HuaNG. I was not aware of Dr. Ning ever give money, no.

Mr. SOUDER. No, that the Wiriadinatas were given a large
amount of money from Dr. Ning? You were not aware of that?

Mr. HUANG. I was not aware of that, no.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, may I have additional time to fin-
ish?

Mr. BURTON. Without objection. He wants 5 more minutes.

Mr. WaxmaN. OK.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection, so ordered.

Mr. SOUDER. On November 2, 1995, the day of Vice President
Gore’s fundraiser, they opened up a bank account, and Dr. Ning
wired each of them $250,000 that day for that bank account. Then
they wrote their checks to the Democratic National Committee 6
days later, the day after the wire transfer came in.

So, in other words, he wired them each $250,000, they opened up
a bank account on November 7th. The transfer of $250,000 each
came in on November 7th. On November 8th, they wrote the fund-
raising check.

Were you aware that they needed to get the funds to contribute
from Mr. Ning?

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. HuANG. Congressman Souder, I have seen some of these
records that you mentioned about, but in my mind, you know, I
never had a thought that it was Dr. Ning’s money, you know. I al-
ways felt that was their resources.

Mr. SOUDER. Because what they did wasn’t legal.

Did you ever speak to Mr. Riady about their contributions? Did
you ever have any discussions about what the Wiriadinatas were
doing?

Mr. HUANG. Excuse me a second.

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. HUANG. Congressman, first of all, I did nothing that was ille-
gal for their contribution on that. They were coming to me the
through the recommendation of Mr. Riady on that.

Mr. SOUDER. So after they gave the money, did you ever talk to
him about the contributions? Did you ever discuss how they were
helping and where the money—not necessarily where the money
came from, but just about the contributions?

Mr. HUANG. I believe Mr. Riady knew about—knew that you
know, they were making contributions, so I did not report it and
say well, has made how many thousand-dollar contribution today,
the next day is $25,000. It was not under that kind of a situation.
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Mr. SOUDER. I probably should have asked this earlier for the
record. Could you explain the relationship between Dr. Ning and
Mr. Riady?

Mr. HUANG. They were—now, first of all, Dr. Ning was supposed
to be categorized with Ford of Indonesia, just like our Ford Motor
Co. here, meaning he is in the automotive business. I think he is
probably a billionaire in my recollection on that. They have a bank,
but I believe they have joint interest in the Lippo Bank in Jakarta.
That is to the extent I know for a fact. For other interests, they
might have other joint interests which I don’t know.

Mr. SOUDER. So at a minimum, they had a joint interest in the
Lippo?Bank in that Dr. Ning and Mr. Riady were interrelated in
Lippo?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. SoUDER. The Wiriadinatas were not on the list for attend
Vice President Gore’s fundraiser, yet it appears they did attend. Do
you recollect that?

Mr. HUANG. They did attend, yes.

Mr. SOUDER. Could you look at exhibit 207, which is a photo-
graph taken at the event, and that is them in the photograph, cor-
rect?

[Exhibit 207 follows:]
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Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. SOUDER. Did you introduce them to the Vice President?

4 Mr. HuaNG. I did. I was standing right next to the Vice Presi-
ent.

Mr. SOUDER. And you said earlier you contacted them about this
event? You made the contact to them?

Mr. HUANG. To Arief and Soraya, yes, I did.

Mr. SOUDER. To this event. And you solicited them. So it was
through you that they found out about the event.

In exhibits 208 and 209, the solicitor of the $15,000 checks is
your wife, is that correct? Because you were at the Department of
Commerce at this time.

[Exhibits 208 and 209 follow:]
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Mr. HUANG. Yes. They listed—my wife’s name is on there, yes.

Mr. SOUDER. Did she ever talk to them about attending that
event?

Mr. SOUDER. No.

Mr. SOUDER. Were you aware that—why did she get listed then?

Mr. HUANG. I did not—I do not know, but this issue is being dis-
cussed so many times over the last few years with various inves-
tigations. I did not know at that time.

Mr. SOUDER. The DNC contact is Mercer, correct?

Mr. HUANG. Yes. This says Mercer, yes.

Mr. SOUDER. OK. That is all the questions I have on that par-
ticular fundraiser. I have questions on the coffee fundraiser that
will take some time. So at this point I will yield back unless you
want me to continue on this.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. OSE [presiding]. Yes, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. If I might be recognized.

Mr. OSE. The Chair recognizes the ranking member.

Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you. I haven’t asked too many questions
today because this is an opportunity for people to go into all of the
issues in the campaign finance investigation. Mr. Burton indicated
that he has been waiting for 3 years to have you here and he wants
to pursue all of these things, and I think it is appropriate to pursue
it. So I haven’t really asked a lot of questions, and I thought that
Mr. Souder’s questions were very pertinent to the investigation.

But just sitting here, I just want to make an observation that is
on my mind. Mr. Souder said, I don’t want to be critical of him,
but he said he is frustrated because the Chinese seem to have all
of our nuclear secrets. There is just no information at all that links
you in any way to the Chinese having nuclear secrets, and I asked
you about those questions yesterday. You have said you have noth-
ing to do with any of that. I know of no evidence that indicates
that. We are looking at campaign finance violations that involve
conduit contributions. A very serious matter, but I hate to say it,
not a very unusual kind of practice among Democrats and Repub-
licans. I wish we could put a stop to it and prosecute people who
have violated the law as you have now had to own up to your viola-
tion of the law. That bothered me.

The second thing that sort of bothered me and I just want to say
it is that I don’t think it is the business of anybody to go into your
real estate transactions and your personal life. I just don’t see the
relevance of that to anything. You have been here now almost close
to 12 hours of questioning, and Mr. Burton says he still wants to
continue on, and I gather we are scheduled tomorrow to ask more
questions and you are going to testify next week in Los Angeles.
I am not going to take my full time here; I just want to make these
comments and express my feeling that I am troubled, I am just
troubled to have to hear about things that I just don’t think have
anything to do with anything, whether it be your personal financial
matters, those are personal. That is why they are called personal
financial matters. If there is anything else that anybody has to say
about matters that really genuinely concern the committee, then
we ought to pursue those, and I think Members have generally
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done that and you have responded well to those questions. But I
am just troubled and wanted to share my feelings about it.

Mr. SHAYS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WAXMAN. Sure.

Mr. SHAYS. I know you say it sincerely, but I just want to say
to you that the reason why we are asking questions publicly is that
you felt that it should be done publicly rather than by the commit-
tee in private, and then we would focus only on those areas that
seemed the most pertinent. And the reason to check on houses or
anything else is to understand the financial circumstances that
makes this witness a credible witness or not. Is he vulnerable to
gifts? Is he vulnerable to people who then make his testimony more
questionable, and that is the purpose of it.

But in your letter you said, as you know in the past, many Mem-
bers of our committee have expressed concerns about the practice
of extensive questioning of witnesses in closed sessions. This is a
letter you wrote to Mr. Burton. I share that concern and continue
to believe that the committee and the American people will best be
served by having Mr. Huang appear at a public hearing with no
restrictions to the amount of questions he would face. Yet, you keep
bringing up the number of hours we have been here. We are going
to be here tomorrow. The bottom line is, we are going to fulfill the
request of your letter. We might have had this hearing done in a
day, if we could have had the committee be able to do some of the
ground work first. So, we are here.

Mr. WAXMAN. Let me just comment, because this is on my time.

I wouldn’t want this session to be behind closed doors in a depo-
sition. I don’t want Mr. Huang subjected to all of the hours that
he has had to put himself through here to answer questions with-
out the public having a chance to see the kinds of questions that
are asked, and that is why I objected to the abuse that I thought
has taken place by this committee in these closed-door depositions.

So we have him here, people can ask him questions, let the pub-
lic, if they want to watch all of this, it is on C-SPAN, it is on the
Internet, it is all public, and if I don’t see the relevancy of Mr.
Huang’s real estate transactions, but if people do, they have a right
to ask exactly those points. I just think that from my observation
of having sat here all day and yesterday as well, and I will be here
as long as we go with this event tomorrow, people have to ask—
stick to what is really at issue. And I think most of the Members
have, and I appreciate that. That is why I have not interrupted
people and given unanimous consents for additional time for Mem-
bers to pursue every possible lead that might be of some relevancy.
But I just think that—I just think there is such a thing as govern-
ment intruding in people’s lives, and we are government. And we
are sitting up here on the rafters of a committee room looking
down at Mr. Huang. That is the way we structure the way Con-
gress works. I think we have to be mindful of the fact that he is
an individual whose personal life ought to be respected, unless it
has some real, clear relevancy. Also, even if we are all concerned,
as we are, about China having nuclear secrets, I don’t think we
ought to look at Mr. Huang and assume that he has something to
do with it, just by looking at Mr. Huang.

Mr. SOUDER. Will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. WAXMAN. I am going to yield back my time.

I will yield to you, sure.

Mr. SOUDER. Before you referred to something that I said earlier,
and I want to make it clear, I am uncomfortable first getting into
some of the financial questions as well, although whenever you
have these kinds of investigations, I mean there was certainly no
reluctance, and I am not known as big defender of our former
speaker, but I tell you, you talk about getting into finances and rip-
ping somebody’s personal record apart and then having it basically
not be true, it has certainly happened. I am not saying the gen-
tleman from California did, but partly, to get to truth, we had to
see what kind of documents his firms were doing and got into his
personal life and on the loans and so on, and that is part of what
happens in an investigation, whether it is fair or not.

The second thing is that I have been very careful in what I have
said today regarding Mr. Huang’s involvement in China, because I
don’t think—we are in the process right now of trying to establish
what he knew, what he heard at different meetings, and where it
might have been, because it is clear that Chinese military money
got to the United States. We don’t know what that accomplished.
And T just—I think it is important to point out, I am not—I don’t
believe we are at the point yet, and we may never get to the point,
because it doesn’t sound like he may have had the knowledge, but
this is the fact. The Congress report, which was a unanimous re-
port of Republicans and Democrats, has four pages with a picture
of Mr. Huang referring to the Lippo Group in other things. It is a—
I have not referred to it and others haven’t, and quite frankly, we
are not necessarily even rising to that level; we are trying to get
to lower building blocks, but it is clear that it does have potential
relevance to this, that according to this report, which was unani-
mous, there was classified information that was gone and that the
concern is not so much what Mr. Huang necessarily did, but what
others who he worked with, Charlie Trie, Mr. Riady and others
who may, in fact, have been conduits with that.

So it isn’t just some kind of a wild-eyed allegation that I made;
I just said as a broad nature, this report, unanimous from both
parties, raises that question.

Mr. WAXMAN. I have the highest regard for you, Mr. Souder, and
I think the questions you have been asking are right on target.
These are the kinds of questions that this kind of a hearing ought
to go into in terms of the campaign finance issues, and I want to
yield back my time to have Members continue their inquiry, al-
though I think at some point we ought to let Mr. Huang have some
time off and maybe, if we are coming back tomorrow—I would have
hoped we would have finished today—we ought to end for the day
at some point and in the not-too-distant timeframe so that we can
give him a break. I think it is the humanitarian thing to do, and
give ourselves a break too.

Mr. OsE. The Chair recognizes Mr. LaTourette.

Mr. SHAYS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LATOURETTE. I will yield.

Mr. SHAYS. We planned to end at 5 at your request, so we are
endings at 5, and I would just make a second point. I do have some
gigantic disappointment that tomorrow, Mr. Huang, I am going to
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have to ask you questions on security issues that I would rather
have had to ask you privately, because I think some of it is unfair
to have to ask you publicly. But this is the only way I am going
to do it. And then I take some exception to then having my ranking
member suggest that maybe this is inappropriate. This is campaign
finance, and it is the question of security of our country. And you
have been linked to it, and we should ask you questions about it,
and you should answer questions about it, and we should give you
every opportunity to respond to them. I suspect that maybe at the
end of the day we will find our concerns were misplaced, and for
you and our country, I hope that is the case. But we are going to
get into that tomorrow. I am just going to say to you up front, I
am sorry that we had to do it publicly, because I would have pre-
ferred to ask some of these questions privately because then I may
have determined I didn’t need to ask any of them.

Mr. WAXMAN. Will the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. SHAYS. No. I don’t have the time. I yield back.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I am happy to yield.

Mr. WAXMAN. The fact is that Mr. Huang is answering these
questions and he would have been posed these questions over the
same length of time, because that is the intention of this commit-
tee, the majority of this committee, and if he is going to be sub-
jected to that—it is my view, and we have a disagreement—let’s let
the American people see what kinds of questions he is going to be
subjected to and let Members sit here.

You know, I showed up at some of those depositions. Most Mem-
bers weren’t there at those depositions. It was staff attorneys hour
after hour after hour asking questions. And I pointed this out ear-
lier, in those depositions, the Democrats weren’t even allowed to
ask any question whatsoever, our lawyers weren’t allowed to ask
any questions whatsoever because the Republican majority, which
included Mr. Shays, voted to change the rules. They used to say
there would be a half-hour on one side and then a half-hour on the
other. They changed the rules to say that the Republicans could
ask questions for 10 hours, and then if there is time left over, the
Democrats could ask. So the rules of the depositions were unfair.

It strikes me that it is also unfair to subject people to almost a
star chamber process where no one really knows what is being
asked of them. Later, some time later depositions are released. But
I think—I have been very impressed by your forthrightness and
your demeanor, and no one would have been able to see that if it
had been in a deposition. Most of the people who have been de-
posed by our committee lawyers never came before a committee for
a public hearing, yet they went in one case 20 hours. Maybe you
are going to match that, 20 hours of questioning.

Well, I want people who are watching this, and I don’t know who
would watch this long meeting, to think about having the Congress
of the United States bring them in a room and make them answer
questions about their real estate transactions, or their personal
lives, or their drug use at different times in their lives, looking for
something that might be related to an investigation on money that
was given improperly. I don’t want to minimize the business of
abuse of the campaign laws, but I do think that at some point indi-
vidual Americans can be abused. You are here with two lawyers,
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you are paying for two lawyers. People who were very minor fig-
ures—you were a major figure in the conduit schemes involving the
Democratic party, but I have seen people who had almost nothing
to do with anything have to sit through 5 or 10 hours of question-
ing in a closed room, taking time off from work, paying for lawyers,
and the public wouldn’t even have the ability to know what was
going on.

So maybe we have a disagreement, and obviously we do, but I
think there is some value in letting the public see—whatever public
may be watching this—this kind of proceeding.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank both Mr. Waxman and Mr. Shays for
their observations on why we are here. Again, of the 161 people
that were deposed, and as I said yesterday, it is my understanding
none of them were part of the freeway in New Jersey or anything,
they are all still with us.

So Mr. Huang, I would like to go back to asking questions——

Mr. WaxmAN. I ask unanimous consent that you be given the full
time to ask questions, because you were so kind to both Mr. Shays
and myself.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank you very much.

Mr. WAXMAN. Does the gentleman want 10 minutes?

Mr. LATOURETTE. Ten minutes would be a wonderful thing.

Mr. OsE [presiding]. Actually, Mr. Waxman, I think we only have
9 minutes. Is that agreeable?

Mr. LATOURETTE. You know what? I will take whatever you all
want to give me.

Mr. OskE. The gentleman from Ohio is recognized for 9 minutes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. This is going to be great. Let’s move back to
some real estate that is within the public domain, and that’s the
White House. We were talking about a coffee that occurred there
on June 18, 1996, and I asked you if it was referred to as the
Kanchanalak coffee and you said you never heard it referred to as
that. I was looking through some exhibits, and it was actually re-
ferred to as the John Huang coffee of June 18, 1996, in DNC docu-
ments, and so I guess I will call it the Huang coffee.

We were talking about Richard Sullivan from the DNC and the
fact that he had at least indicated to the Senate and expressed
some concerns that there weren’t any U.S. citizens on the list com-
ing to this original coffee. I read you some things that he said and
asked you for reactions to things that he said you said. He indi-
cated to, again, to the Senate that Pauline Kanchanalak reacted to
his concerns that there weren’t any U.S. citizens coming to this cof-
fee by inviting two U.S. citizens to the coffee, Dr. Karl Jackson and
Clarke Wallace.

Were you involved in the extending of an invitation to either of
those gentlemen?

Mr. HUuANG. No. That was totally as far as I know through Ms.
Kanchanalak’s initiation.

Mr. LATOURETTE. According to Mr. Wallace, he testified that a
day or two before the coffee, you visited Ms. Kanchanalak at her
office and after that meeting, Kanchanalak asked him, Clarke Wal-
lace, to attend the coffee and told Wallace to inform Karl Jackson
also of the U.S. TBC that he was invited to attend.
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Were either of these individuals expected to make a contribution
at the coffee, the June 18th coffee?

Mr. HUANG. In my mind, no.

Mr. LATOURETTE. As a matter of fact, Mr. Sullivan said he was
concerned about the propriety, still concerned about the propriety
of the Kanchanalak-Huang coffee, suspecting, correctly, as it
turned out, that neither Karl Jackson nor Clarke Wallace would
contribute to the DNC.

Mr. Sullivan further stated that he was so concerned about the
appearance of this coffee that he invited three additional people to
attend, a Beth Dozoretz, Robert Belfer and Renee Belfer. Were you
aware of or part of this decision?

Mr. HUANG. No. In fact, when the other people show up, Ms.
Kanchanalak said, what happened to them? Who invited them?

Mr. LATOURETTE. And that was Mr. Sullivan as it turns out who
I guess wanted more people who could actually give money to the
DNC there.

At the event itself, according to Karl Jackson and Clarke Wal-
lace, the late invitees to the dance, they indicated that a couple of
people spoke at the coffee. One of them was Mr. Fowler, chairman
of the DNC, and they remember him saying something to the effect
of: It is a pleasure to welcome all of you here to this coffee on be-
half of the Democratic National Committee, and these coffees are
important so that the President can maintain contact with people.
Particularly this is important because it is particularly important
in an election year, and this is an election year, arguably the most
meortant since the one that brought Abraham Lincoln to this

ouse.

It is interesting that Mr. Fowler would invoke the name of Abra-
ham Lincoln and it might explain why they used his bedroom so
many times during the course of the campaign season if they
thought it was such an important coffee.

How long did the coffee last?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t know for sure. Less than 1 hour. Probably
around 40 minutes or so.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And aside from Mr. Fowler speaking, who else
did some speaking that you recall to the assembled group?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t recall. I don’t know whether Mr. Rosen spoke
or not. He was there. And the rest——

Mr. LATOURETTE. Did you speak?

Mr. HUANG. I did not. There was no place for me to speak in that
kind of function.

Mr. LAToURETTE. OK. Again, going to Mr. Jackson and Mr. Wal-
lace, they recall, and I will ask you about this either in my remain-
ing time today or maybe we can pick it up tomorrow, but they re-
call that you did make some observations about how expensive
elections were in front of the assembled group. Do you recall that
at all?

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. HUANG. I was aware of the testimony from Mr. Karl Jackson.
1I’lvvas C{10‘5 aware of it—you know, I disagree, I disagree with what

e said.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. That is fine. I want to turn your attention
to exhibit 442, and maybe this is where I can stop today if I can
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cram this in. Exhibit 442 is 6 pages of notes taken from your diary
that appeared to have been taken at the coffee on June 18th. The
second page of the exhibit has the following notes: China needs
U.S. high-tech auto telecommunications. U.S. should be there.

Are those, first of all, your notes from your diary, and if so, what
were those notes made in reference to, sir?

[Exhibit 442 follows:]
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Mr. HuaNG. First of all, Congressman, these were my notes; it
was my handwriting. Basically, notes—more or less jotted down
notes of the guests that Ms. Kanchanalak was making some points,
so I took down those notes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. So you believe that those notes were made si-
multaneous or contemporaneous with observations that Ms.
Kanchanalak was making at the coffee?

Mr. HUANG. Not her. Her guests.

Mr. LATOURETTE. The foreign nationals that I indicated to you
were——

Mr. HUANG. The head of the CP group.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Who were Taiwanese citizens. Excuse me, Thai
citizens.

Mr. HUANG. Very long Thai names. Skip my mind. Very well-
known person.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Khun Dhanin, Khun Sumet and Khun Sarasin.
Those are the three individuals?

Mr. HuaNG. Khun Dhanin made the points in—I don’t know if
it is in Thai or not, but it was translated by the other gentleman.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. The second page also contains a discus-
sion of the poultry industry and there are a number of references
to the Tyson companies. Were those notes also made in reference
to something that Mr. Dhanin, remarks that he might have made
at the coffee?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. The bottom of the third page and the fourth
page contain several mentions of the relationship with Taiwan.
There are statements referring to a leadership change and a politi-
cal change in Taiwan. Were those also notes taken contempora-
neous to observations that Mr. Dhanin might have been making?

Mr. HUANG. I believe so.

Mr. LATOURETTE. At the bottom of the page is marked COM 204
and 205. They are mentions of the World Trade Organization,
which we have had a rather interesting meeting recently in Se-
attle; and China. Who brought that issue up, and if you can recall,
what was said? Was that also Mr. Dhanin?

Mr. HUANG. I believe so.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And last, I guess for today’s purposes, yet
again, you are aware that the committee, the Congress, the Senate
has had testimony from other individuals that you discussed the
need for election funds at this coffee, and I would ask you as my
last question of today, are you absolutely certain, sir, under oath,
under penalty of perjury that you did not discuss the need for elec-
tion funds to reelect the President of the United States at this cof-
fee on June 18, 1996.

Mr. HUANG. During the coffee you are talking about?

Mr. LATOURETTE. I am talking about at the coffee in the White
House.

Mr. HUANG. I did not.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank you, and I yield to the chairman.

Mr. BURTON. Did you discuss with anybody during, before, or
after the coffee any of the people in attendance, during, before or
after the coffee, campaign——

Mr. HUANG. I cannot recall on that, sir.
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Mr. BURTON. Well, you were pretty definitive when you said no,
you didn’t do it at the coffee, but now you are saying you don’t re-
call.

Mr. HUANG. The reason I——

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. HUANG. I did not say in the coffee, period. Your question is
before or after.

Mr. BURTON. Did you say it before or after the coffee? Did you
ask for any money or indicate?

Mr. HUANG. I have to tell the truth. The only time—the reason
I am hesitating a little bit, Mr. Chairman, was the chance during
the beginning of the coffee—not beginning of the coffee, before we
even went in the White House; remember, we all have to sign at
the security gate, they have to check it out, how you are going to
get in. There might be a very small moment there was a conversa-
tion talking about I might have mentioned the campaign, you
know, touch upon campaign saying we spent a lot of money, it is
a very costly campaign. That was the only, only thing you can link
to, any inkling to touch upon this issue. That was the only time
that it was mentioned. But definitely was not very bluntly stood up
on the table and say we want everybody to give money and so on
and so on. No.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Chairman, is the green light really still
on? Because I just want to make one more observation.

Mr. BURTON. It is still on.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I just want to tell you, Mr. Huang, as you go
from here tonight, that there is a very specific recollection that you
indicated elections cost money, lots and lots of money, and I am
sure that every person in this room will want to support the reelec-
tion of President Clinton. That comes from Karl Jackson, Clarke
Wallace and also two other individuals, R. Roderick Porter and
John Taylor.

So it is not—I think that either these four gentlemen are sadly,
sadly mistaken in what occurred, but we do have a big conflict, and
I think you need to know about it, between their recollection of
that day and your testimony under oath before us today.

With that, if there is anything else you would like to add to it,
fine. Otherwise, I am done and I am happy to be done.

Mr. HuANG. Congressman, when this account came out through
news media, I have been aware of this. This is probably one of the
like the other few events that I have been accused of to say really,
deep down in my heart, I did not make any comment in that event,
sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank you for your answer, and I thank you,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. Thank you, Mr. Huang.

Mr. HUANG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BurTON. I think we have exhausted this day. I will see ev-
erybody at 9 a.m. tomorrow morning. We stand in recess.

[Whereupon, at 5:05 p.m., the committee was adjourned, to re-
convene at 9 a.m., Friday, December 17, 1999.]
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staff member; Renee Becker, deputy press secretary; Robert Briggs,
assistant clerk; Robin Butler, office manager; Michael Canty and
Toni Lightle, staff assistants; Nicole Petrosino, legislative aide;
Maria Tamburri, assistant to chief counsel; Corinne Zaccagnini,
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vestigative counsel; David Sadkin and Paul Weinberger, minority
counsels; Ellen Rayner, minority chief clerk; Jean Gosa, minority
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Also present: Ty Cobb and Jack Keeney, counsel to Mr. Huang.

Mr. BURTON. A quorum being present, the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform will come to order.

Mr. Huang, we want to once again remind you, you are still
under oath.

We will now resume questioning with Mr. Souder.

Mr. SOUDER. I thank the chairman and welcome you again this
morning.

Mr. HUANG. Thank you, Congressman.

Mr. SOUDER. Yesterday, in my last round of questioning, I was
talking about the Wiriadinatas, Arief and Soraya, and we had dis-
cussed some the evening event that they attended and established
that your testimony is that you didn’t—you thought that they had
a large degree of personal money based presumably on your knowl-
edge that Soraya’s father was Dr. Ning and Dr. Ning was a part-
ner, is that correct, of Dr.—or Mr. Riady——

Mr. HUANG. Right.

Mr. SOUDER [continuing]. In Lippo, and possibly other ventures?

Mr. HUANG. That’s right.

(417)
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Mr. SOUDER. And that you were not aware that right before they
attended the fundraiser that Dr. Ning had wired each of them
$250,000?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. SOUDER. And then they contributed $15,000 each the day
after they received the $250,000 each, but you weren’t aware of
that?

Mr. HUANG. I was not really aware. I was aware of the $15,000
contribution.

Mr. SOUDER. Not the $250,000?

Mr. HUANG. That’s right.

Mr. SOUDER. Now, that was on November 8th, that evening.

On December 15th, there was a coffee, and did you—were you in-
volved in arranging their attendance at the coffee?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, I did.

Mr. SOUDER. What was the purpose of their going to the coffee?
They had just been a month ago to a dinner.

Mr. HUANG. See, they were—they were going to help me anyway
from the very outset. So that would be an event they could help
me for that event.

Mr. SOUDER. Help you solicit other contributors?

Mr. HUANG. No, no. Further contributions.

Mr. SOUDER. In other words, they were going to give you mul-
tiple contributions?

Mr. HUANG. That’s right.

Mr. SOUDER. Why wouldn’t they have just done that at one time?

Mr. HUANG. Because that coffee event did not require for the—
all the money, more than the—what’s required.

Mr. SOUDER. And then the records indicate that on December
11th and December 13th, December 15th and December 18th they
each gave $25,000, for a total of $200,000.

Mr. HUANG. Congressman, from the very outset I believe the cou-
ples were willing to help me for a large sum of money in aggregate.
So subsequent with various events—so the different amounts of
money coming in—but they were willing to help me for all the—
much aggregate, higher amount for that.

Mr. SOUDER. But why would you have had a pattern—in other
words, since they were giving on December 11th, December 13th,
December 15th, December 18th, $25,000, four different times, why
just not give $100,000? Was there a reason for that?

Mr. HUANG. I could not answer that.

Mr. SOUDER. And just for the record, that total is $200,000, and
they’d earlier given, as we had established, $30,000, so that at this
point the total is $115,000 each. Now, did you have any discussion
with them about why they were willing to put this much money in?
This is pretty extraordinary given their fairly middle-class means
at this point.

Mr. HUANG. Again, with the assumption they were quite well off
from my point of view, at very outset they were willing to come up
with—up to $500,000 for my effort, for my new job. I really need
that kind of help as well.

Mr. SOUDER. Had they ever given contributions like this before?

Mr. HUANG. Oh, no.
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M;" SOUDER. What made you think that they would in this elec-
tion?

Mr. HUANG. They offered to me.

Mr. SOUDER. And they didn’t tell you any reason why they said
they would at this time—we have never given any money before
but this year we are going to give hundreds of thousands?

Mr. HUANG. Well, the reasons—remember, Dr. Hashim Ning was
ill, in hospital for quite a few months, and then we also learned
my new job is going to be in DNC as a fundraiser, and they more
or less, sort of a kind of appreciation from their own heart. The
type of money they were giving from ordinary purpose, a citizen
basis, that’s quite a lot, but the way I understood the people with
some means, that really was not really that much, in my point of
view.

Mr. SOUDER. Well, there aren’t a lot of $200,000 givers, and how
many givers did you have that gave $200,000?

Mr. HUANG. Five, roughly, I think.

Mr. CoBB. Him personally?

Mr. SOUDER. Yeah, that you raised.

Mr. HUANG. About four or five.

Mr. SOUDER. So that’s pretty rare, and what you’re in essence
telling me, as I understand this, that because her father was ill
and because they had a visit from Mark Middleton and a thank
you card and because you were now over at the Department of
Commerce and a friend, they suddenly decided, after having never
been in politics before, to put hundreds of thousands of dollars each
in. That’s basically what you're stating.

Mr. HUANG. That’s right.

Mr. SOUDER. May I ask——

Mr. BURTON. Without objection, so ordered.

Mr. SOUDER [continuing]. To finish this round of questioning?

My concern here is that we find out from the records, which you
apparently did not know at the time, was that in fact it wasn’t
their money. They received $250,000 from Dr. Ning to do these con-
tributions. Because the pattern was that each received $250,000,
then the contributions started the day after that and were moving
then for a month or two which is illegal, but you're saying you
weren’t aware of that, which I understand.

Mr. HuaNG. Well, the way I understand our culture, some of the
money might be kept by the head of the family but being allocated
to the various children. Dr. Ning, I venture to say right now, since
I said it before, has a few wives, so have different children. I think
being head of a family probably have something planned for them-
selves as being allocated for their money, but this is not unusual
in our culture.

Mr. SOUDER. I understand what you’re trying to say, and I even
understood yesterday or whatever or day before with Maria Hsia
when you said people at the temple have a communal pool of
money, they took the money in. But the fact is when you're operat-
ing in an American political system, there are laws that have to
be followed. Because, while that sounds somewhat reasonable on
the surface, the fact is this is a way that billionaires and million-
aires can alter the face of American politics by having large funds
that they suddenly pass through to their kids when they want to
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run for office or for a candidate they want to do, they can give it
to their children in large sums. It’s a way to distort our entire po-
litical process.

So I'm not arguing that it’s not cultural. What I'm arguing is
that it is illegal because it didn’t come from a trust fund that was
operated by them individually which meant they had control over
the money. It meant that Dr. Ning had the control over the money
because he had the right to check, which therefore becomes his
money, not their money, regardless of whether he intended it for
them at some point or not. This is a fairly standard money launder-
ing thing that happens in congressional races, Senate races, Presi-
dential races long before you got involved and will probably at-
tempt to be done in the future. But these are not small items, and
it’s hundreds of thousands of dollars.

Now, what—so did you discuss Arief’'s and Soraya’s contributions
with Mr. Riady at all? Do you know?

Mr. HUANG. About their contribution?

Mr. SOUDER. Yes.

Mr. HUANG. At that time or now?

Mr. SOUDER. Well, at that time. Because of the size of these con-
tributions coming regularly, I think yesterday you said that in gen-
eral you had, but I wanted to get that clarified. At this point, rath-
er than just the $15,000 now they've each given $115,000. Have
you discussed it after the coffee with Mr. Riady?

Mr. HUANG. On the event-by-event basis, no.

Mr. SOUDER. We are going to—I would like to show a videotape
of the December 15th coffee, if we could.

[Videotape played.]

Mr. SOUDER. This is the December 15th coffee, and we’re going
to have to get the sound up because you should be able to hear Mr.
Wiridinata says James Riady sent me.

Mr. BURTON. Can you run the tape back and turn the sound up?

Mr. SOUDER. And then so at one point Mr. Wiriadinata says
James Riady sent me, and then if you keep listening to the tape,
as he speaks to the President, a voice can be heard saying we
should show tapes of the advertisements to Mr. Riady. This sounds
like Vice President Gore.

[Videotape played.]

Mr. SOUDER. I will turn off the tape.

I heard at the end there we should show tapes of the advertise-
ments. A lot of the voices were blended, but it’s clear if you sort
the voices out that Mr. Wiriadinata says James Riady sent me.
Why would he say that?

Mr. HuANG. I don’t know. I thought it just one type of connec-
tions he has. He knows James Riady. Maybe referred, yeah.

Mr. SOUDER. Why would then——

Mr. BURTON. You need 5 additional minutes?

Mr. SOUDER. Yes.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection, so ordered.

Mr. SOUDER. Thanks. Why would the Vice President have said
we should show tapes of the advertisements to Mr. Riady?

Mr. HUANG. I really don’t know, Congressman, no.
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Mr. SOUDER. Do you think it would be logical and do you think
that the President and/or the Vice President knew that Mr. Ning
was a partner of Mr. Riady?

Mr. HUANG. Again, I don’t know about that.

Mr. SOUDER. Would it seem—did you ever discuss with Mr.
Lindsey, Mr. Middleton or other key friends of the President that
Soraya was the daughter of Dr. Ning who’s a partner in Lippo?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t recall I personally did. Definitely not Mr.
Lindsey.

Mr. SOUDER. Would it be very hard for them to learn of that? In
other words, I know, for example, when I get large contributions,
which I have never gotten a $200,000 because that would be illegal,
but $1,000, I would try to find out what’s this person do? What’s
their background? Would it not seem logical if there aren’t that
many $200,000 contributions that you might try to ask something
about them?

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. SOUDER. And why would the Wiriadinatas want to establish
a connection with Mr. Riady? In other words, in the President’s
eyes, were they in a sense saying we are part of a group that’s be-
hind Mr. Riady?

Mr. HUANG. That I don’t know, Congressman.

Mr. SOUDER. Did you counsel them to make any of those kind of
ties to Mr. Riady?

Mr. HUANG. Counsel them? Them being?

Mr. SOUDER. Meaning that, in effect, it strengthens the influence
of Indonesians because they were Indonesian?

Mr. HUANG. No, I did not, no.

Mr. BURTON. Because you have testified multiple times that part
of the goal of this was to try to increase Asian American influence
and the influence of the multiplicity of interest because you felt
that their voices weren’t being heard and this was one way for the
voices to be heard. It would seem logical then to try tie up together
that you’re part of a group together.

Mr. HuaNG. No. If that was—No. 1, what you stated that that
was my purpose, if we cannot achieve that, we can use different
ways through the different channels to elevate the Asian American
status and identify the community had raised X number of dollars.
That’s sort of a help to the party or the campaign, and the political
side can exercise that kind of way to do that.

Mr. SOUDER. On March 9th in San Francisco there was another
fundraiser, and were you involved in that at the McFarland home
in Hillsborough?

Mr. HUANG. I was asked to join in the last probably a few days.

Mr. SOUDER. Exhibit 378 in our briefing notes has a guest list,
and page 1 indicates that it’s supposed to raise $500,000. Did you
get involved in the amount that was committed for that?

[Exhibit 378 follows:]
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DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL COMMITTEE
RECEPTION HONORING
PRESIDENT WILLIAM JEFFERSON CLINTON
WASHINGTON, DC

This event is a dinner recepion with Democratic National Committee supporters from San
Francisco. Briefing notes prepared by Richard Sullivan and Maura McManimon.

SITE Home of Victor and Thaderine MacFarlane

(<
Hillsborough, California
AR

BRIFF TIMELINE
6:30pm The President arrives for private greeting with 20 guests
6:45pm The President begins receiving line

7:30pm Receiving line concludes; Program begins on veranda
8:00pm Program concludes; The President departs

DNC STAFF CONTACTS

Richard Sullivan, Finance Director Maura McManimon, Event Director
(p) 202-863-7187 (f) 202-863-7109 (p) 202-863-7164 (f) 202-863-8140
Pager: 1-800-SKYGRAM, pin #120-2685

David Mercer, Deputy Finance Director Mike Marubio, Regional Finance Director
(p) 202-863-7105 (f) 202-863-7109 (p) 415-693-0307
Pager. 1-800-SKY-8888, pin #120-2703 Pager: 1-800-SKYGRAM, pin #190-9786

EVENT D)

‘This reception, hosted by Victor and Thaderine MacFarlane, is co-chaired by Mayor Willie
Brown, Mark Harris, a Sacramento lawyer Mr. MacFarlane and Richard Mays of Litle
Rock. In attendance will be DNC supporters who have donated $25,000 to the DNC, as
well as a number of local council members. This event is raising $500,000 for the
Democratic National Committee.

EVENT TIMELINE

5:30 p.m. Call time for guests

6:00 p.m. Don Fowler should arrive at this time. -
= EXHIBIT
: 378

AR AU A DN 3332196
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6:30 p.m. The President arrives, is greeted by event hosts Victor and Thaderine
MacFarlane, and proceeds to the foyer for the private reception

6:45 p.m. Private reception concludes; receiving line begins .
(Mr. and Mrs. MacFarlane will assist with guest introductions)

The President stages for receiving line photos in the foyer
7:30 p.m. Receiving line concludes
The President proceeds to veranda for program
7:35 p.m. . Program begins: (tentative)
Don Fowler, DNC National Chair
Elihu Harris, Mayor of Oakland
Willie Brown, Mayor of San Francisco
The President
8:00 p.m. Program concludes; the President departs.
PRESS: This event is closed to the press.
ATTIRE: Dress is business attire.

ATTENDANCE:  Private reception 20 guests
General reception 100 guests

ATTACHMENTS: 1. Private reception list
2. General reception list

ITAER AR MAIE, D 3332197
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DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL COMMITTEE
SAN FRANCISCO PRESIDENTIAL RECEPTION
MARCH 9, 1996

PRIVATE RECEPTION GUEST LIST

David Bedoarsh
David is President of Advantage Cable in Charlotte, North Carolina.

Joe Corazzi
Joe is President of Las Vegas Communications Corporation in Las Vegas.

Don Fowler
Don is the Natjonal Chair of the Democratic National Committee.

Calvin Grigsby
Calvin is President of Grigsby Branford and Company in San Francisco. He is a DNC
Trustee.

Mark Harris

Mark is one of the hosts of the event. He was formerly with the Cormerce Department
and is currently an investment banker in public finance with Paine Webber in San
Francisco.

Bill Lockyear
Bill is the Minority Leader of California’s State Senate.

Victor and Thaderine MacFariane
Victor is and investment advisor who recently sold his firm to GE Capital. Thaderine is a
homemaker. This event is taking place at their home.

Richard Mays
Richard describes himnself as “just a lawyer from Little Rock.”

Stuart Moldaw
Stuart is the President of Gymboree, Inc., a children’s clothing company. He is 2 DNC
Trustee.

Maura Morey
Maura is a longtime supporter of President Clinton as well as a very active donor to the
DSCC.

Connie Mugqtasid
Connie is part of the Systematix Corporation in Little Rock.

(BHTAAMNAN WA pNe 3332198
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Richard Parker
Richard is President of Republic Property Management, & national real estate management
company headquartered in Houston.

Marvin Rosen
Marvin is the National Finance Chairman of the DNC.

Art Torres
Art is the Chairman of the California Democratic Party.

Angelo Tsakopoulss
Angelo is President of AKT Development, 8 Sacramento real estate development
company, and is 8 DNC Trustes. He is 2 member of the DNC National Finance Board.

Becky Winemiller
Becky is a homemaker from Little Rock and a longtime supporter of the President.

Jimmy Winemiller
Jimmy is & farmer and a real estate developer from Little Rock and a Jongtime supporter of
the President.

Eilected Officials:
Willie Brown, Mayor of San Francisco
Elihu Harris, Mayor of Oakland

Mayor Harenton
Senator Barbara Boxer and Stewart Boxer

BN pxc 3332199
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DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL COMMITTEE
SAN FRANCISCO PRESIDENTIAL RECEPTION
MARCH 9, 1996

GUEST LIST

David Bednarsh
Hollis Boggs
Senator Barbara Boxer
Stewart Boxer
Mayor Willie Brown
Julius Cherry

Donna Cherry
Chevron (7 guests)
Joe Corazzi

Don Dias

Jim Cole

Ada Cole

Jane Dewd Tahir
Peter Evans

Lisa Evans

Mantin Foung

Don Fowler

John Goldman
Calvin Grigsby
Armold Grisham
Mayor Harenton
Mayor Elihu Harris
Mark Harris
Marianne Harris
Golden Harris
Stephen Hicks

leane Hicks

John Huang

Dr. John Koza
Lester Lennon

Bill Lockyear

Bill Lofton
Thaderine MacFarlane
Victor MacFariane
Richard Mays

Tom McNabb

Stuart Moldaw
Phyllis Moldaw
Edward Burke Morey

AR RMUnEN pe 3332200
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Maura Morey
Robert W. Morey
Connie Mugtasid
Gerald Ordzeo
Richard Parker
Tommy Peters
Edward Phillips

Ron Posner

Marvin Rosen
Tommy Ross
Barbara Ross

John Roth

Irene Roth

Paul Sabharwal
Margaret Schink
Theodore Knowles Schink
Cindy Sewsk

Byron Shear

Dr. Thomas M. Stauffer
Kate Strasburg

John Streeter

Dorine Holsey-Streeter
John Sweeney

Etlen Tauscher

Bill Tauscher

Dr. Chang-Lin Tien
Al Tindall

An Torres

Angelo Tsakopoulos
Sophia Tsakopoulos
Marths Whetstone
Becky Winemiller
Jimmy Winemiller
Patrick Wong

IR AIAY pNC 3332201
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Mr. HUANG. Not for that event, Congressman.

Mr. SOUDER. In exhibits 379 and 380, there’re two more contribu-
tions from Arief and Soraya dated February 18. Did you solicit
those contributions for this event?

[Exhibits 379 and 380 follow:]
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Mr. HUANG. Yes, I did.

Mr. SOUDER. How did you receive those checks?

Mr. HUANG. In fact, those checks were in my control, Congress-
man.

Mr. SOUDER. Meaning they had given them to you earlier?

Mr. HUANG. Earlier, yes.

Mr. SOUDER. Were they dated earlier?

Mr. HUANG. No, much earlier. As you know very well from var-
ious account already, Dr. Hashim Ning probably passed away ear-
lier in that year or the latter part of the previous year. So the chil-
dren had to go back to, you know, to—all the family had to get to-
gether so they all left. So at the time when they left, although they
had already given that sum of money you just mentioned, but re-
maining commitment, they made a commitment, they gave me the
checks. I had a control on all those checks. So I have discretion in,
y}(l)u know, allocate the money into various events. So I was using
that.

Mr. SOUDER. Why did you allocate it to this event?

Mr. HUANG. Because the whole event, the McFarland event ap-
parently, based on my understanding, although that’s the name
for—you mentioned a number of $500,000, probably did not achieve
the goal based on the best estimate. So they need a lot of people
to help. So I was one of them to, you know, answer—to come in
with some contribution.

Mr. SOUDER. So to some degree you were holding Ariefs and
Soraya’s contributions to fill gaps whenever you felt there was a
shortage and it might look bad. You’d just stick checks from them
in and then say, hey, will you go to this event?

Mr. HuaNG. It is exactly—you put it better words than I could
find, yes.

Mr. SOUDER. In the—on May 13, 1996, there was another event.
They contributed $100,000 in four different checks of $25,000 each.
That is this same

Mr. HUANG. Same concept yes.

Mr. SOUDER. On June 9th, the Feinstein dinner, that in addition
to yourself, I may not pronounce this name X-I-A.

Mr. HUANG. Xia.

Mr. SOUDER. Xiaoming attended this. He’s the head of Asian se-
curities, and a number—he’s also listed as entering the White
House on the 6th. Now, were you involved in this fundraiser at the
home of Senator Feinstein?

Mr. HUANG. I was not involved in the organizing fundraiser. 1
was there just to have Mr. Dai join in—to participate in that event.

Mr. SOUDER. And your testimony is that the same thing here
where there were two contributions of $25,000 each and then an-
other one from Arief attached to the Feinstein event, it was part
of the filling in?

Mr. SOUDER. Right.

Mr. SOUDER. Why was Dai at this event?

Mr. HUANG. He was—I believe was a partner with the Lippo, and
he happened to be in the United States, and I was referred there
might be interest for him to join in on that.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Does anybody have any questions at this time?
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Mr. SHAYS. I am happy to yield to my colleague.

Mr. BURTON. If not, without objection, we will yield you 5 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. SOUDER. Did—was $25,000 the amount of letting somebody
in to the event?

Mr. HUANG. I believe that was. That’s the ticket amount, yeah.

Mr. SOUDER. And so the third ticket was for Mr. Dai?

Mr. HUANG. You talking about the June one?

Mr. SOUDER. Yes, June 9th.

Mr. HUANG. I believe so, and myself I think.

Mr. SOUDER. So he didn’t give any money. He used one of
their——

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. SOUDER [continuing]. In effect as a pass. The Asian Wall
Street Journal reported in 1994 that the Bank of China bankrolled
his purchase of the Lippo Group share of Asian securities. Do you
know if that’s true?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t know about that.

Mr. SOUDER. Did you ever discuss him with the Lippo Group?

Mr. HUANG. Except I mentioned to you he might have been a
partner with the Lippo or purchased some interest from Lippo.
That’s about all to the extent I knew about that.

Mr. SOUDER. Did you discuss his attendance at this event with
anybody from Lippo? Did anybody from Lippo call you and say,
hey, he’s over in the country, we’d like him to come to this event?

Mr. HUANG. Mr. James Riady is indicating he might be in town,
and that’s why I commented on that.

Mr. SOUDER. So Mr. Riady called you and said, we would like
this gentleman.

So did Mr. Riady feel that to some degree—in your opinion, were
you doing this as a favor to Mr. Riady or do you believe Mr. Riady
felt that to some degree, if the Wiriadinata’s money was there, he
could call to have it used for somebody with his organization?

Mr. HUANG. I was doing favor to Mr. Riady.

Mr. SOUDER. And that—did you consider this unusual at all?

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. SOUDER. And I know that you’re almost a perfect practitioner
of the administration. They have a frustration with this in other
areas, but clearly, you're a perfect practitioner of don’t ask, don’t
tell, but still I am going to ask you this question.

Did you ask why he wanted him to come to this event?

Mr. HUANG. I suspect probably it’s going to be good for Mr.
Riady.

Mr. SOUDER. But you don’t know how it was going to be good for
Mr. Riady?

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. SOUDER. Because this person was bankrolled by the Bank of
China to come into the Lippo Group for their share of Asian securi-
ties, but—OK, let me ask you one more.

July 22, 1996, once again, Soraya contributed $25,000 to this
event. I assume it’s the same thing. Did you tell them when you
were putting the money in for the different events or call and in-
vite them to come? How did that pattern work?
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Mr. HuaNG. No. I had a full control over these checks anyway.
As a situation arises, I just use my own discretion to utilize those
funds.

I don’t know what the July 22nd event was about. Congressman,
can you tell me what that would be?

Mr. SOUDER. I don’t know either. Let me ask. Mr. Riady was at
the event apparently, and he sat at the head table on July 22,
1996.

Mr. HUANG. That’s the Los Angeles one?

Mr. SOUDER. Yes.

Mr. HUANG. It was?

Mr. SOUDER. Yes.

Mr. HUANG. In Century City?

Mr. SOUDER. Yes, I assume.

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. SOUDER. So, once again, because you had control of these
contributions and you viewed—apparently you viewed these con-
tributions as—it is hard for me to understand because they gave
the money, in effect, after Dr. Ning passed away. You said they
went back to Indonesia but they had given you the checks before
they left the country.

Mr. HUANG. Right, with the intention to come back, though.

Mr. SOUDER. Oh, with the intention to come back?

Mr. HUANG. Right.

Mr. SOUDER. But you’re under control of these to be used at your
discretion in the way that you would feel that it would have the
maximum influence for what—to influence the President, to benefit
friends, to benefit Mr. Riady?

Mr. HUANG. The main purpose is because this—this was the first
time I become a fundraiser in DNC; and also, I have personally set
a mission of trying to do something for the Asian—Asian American
community, but when I do event, there’s no assurance that each
event is going to be a successful one.

For instance, there might being a shortfall situation. It is always
nice to have some larger supporter’s money sitting like a reserve
type of thing just in case there’s shortfall, so you can utilize the
funds to come in to make up the numbers. That was a key inten-
tion on that. But along the lines, certainly it may come in and a
certain person might be interested in coming; and I had the discre-
tion to say, you'll become the number. The money is already there.

Mr. SOUDER. I understand the concept that you're putting forth
on the control of the money, but what it does appear to be a pat-
tern of is not so much a pattern of just helping the Asian commu-
nity, because the Asian—it appears to be a pattern of helping Mr.
Riady, because we started with the tape where—that Arief and
Soraya are saying Mr. Riady sent us.

Then the Vice President saying, show him the commercials.

Then we have the gentleman from—Mr. Dai, who Bank of China
bankrolled his share of Asian securities from Lippo Group, that—
then we have Mr. Riady at a head table. So the continuity that we
see through this is Mr. Riady. Is that because you believe Mr.
Riady was the best way to influence the interests that you were ad-
vancing, because he didn’t invite these kinds of random Asian
Americans with the money.
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Mr. HUANG. It’s not—at least this is not the thoughts I have, he
was not really the best person to influence the President. I would
not question the Riadys probably getting the benefit out of that,
but from very outset this person was referred by Mr. Riady. So in
my mind, in that period of time, the situation arises it just hap-
pened that way.

Mr. SOUDER. Thank you. But it does—the records, looking his-
torically back now, do show that the money wasn’t only that they
were influenced through Mr. Riady. The fact is that the money to
them that was then given for your control came from his partner,
which you did not know at the time, according to your testimony;
but in fact, it does look like money came through, and the way it
followed through fits that.

Mr. HUANG. Congressman, in terms of money part, even at this
stage, I still don’t have any reason, you know, to believe that’s not
their money, even at this stage, but——

Mr. SOUDER. We showed yesterday an exhibit that there was——

Mr. BURTON. Without objection, the gentleman will get 5 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. HUANG. I understand what you're saying.

Mr. SOUDER. In your mind, it’s their money and her father was
just holding it, but that’s not the law.

Mr. HUANG. I understand what you're saying. Maybe we’re talk-
ing from different angle on that basis. At this moment, I did not
know at that stage that was that way.

Talking about the relationship for influencing by the Riady, Mr.
Riady has already known Mr. President ever since the Arkansas
time. So I don’t think that every instance is influencing on that
basis.

Mr. SOUDER. So

Mr. HUANG. They were friends already.

Mr. SOUDER. But they were—so he was giving him these—well,
he—in other words, it doesn’t particularly comfort me that he was
influencing him from the time he was back in Arkansas, but that
at the same time he rode in the limousine—he wanted the time to
give him $1 million.

We went through with Mr. Hubbell, where he bailed out as a
friend predominantly with some job attachments, that he had mul-
tiple meetings with Mark Middleton, several of which were social.
But clearly by the third one where he was separate with more than
just a social visit, because he had multiple visits the day that—
some of it, there’s no doubt that some of this, that anybody is at-
tracted to kind of the power, prestige of an administration. You like
to go visit, bring your family. That’s fairly standard.

But this is beyond that, and you acknowledged at the very begin-
ning that he had a multiplicity of interests. I mean, Mr. Riady was
China Energy at one point, that—when we talked yesterday briefly
about the coal interest, the island where at least one—there’s two
companies there. We know he has interest in one. We don’t know
the other. Appears to be now since Escalante National Monument
off from coal mining appears to be the largest coal reserves in the
world of this nonpolluting coal or not as much polluting coal. So
that’s another interest.
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We are still sorting through what other kinds of banking inter-
ests there are. So while they are friends, you acknowledged at the
beginning he has a multiplicity of interests here, it is not just a
friendship.

Mr. HUANG. You’re absolutely correct, yes.

Mr. BURTON. Would the gentleman yield briefly?

Mr. SOUDER. Yes, I will yield.

Mr. BURTON. I don’t think this ought to be fuzzied up. Yesterday
you were asked a question by Eleanor Holmes Norton, and that
question, she asked you whether or not there was influence being
acquired, so to speak, from these—from these contributions, and
you downplayed the benefits to the Lippo Group from the million
dollars in contributions that were made after the limousine ride.

We looked at your 302s, your FBI 302s. I want to read to you
what the FBI said that your statement was. This is on page 5, and
it says,

James Riady was more active than Huang in politics at the time Huang made his
first contribution in approximately 1987. Huang advised that in the banking busi-
ness it was necessary to establish numerous contacts. Such contacts were important
in order to drum up business for the Lippo bank. The philosophy of the Riady family
was that if people attended functions they would get to know more people, which
would help them personally and in business.

Huang explained that people who do business need political contacts. The U.S.
was a very powerful country and other countries pay attention to what happens in
the U.S. It is important for foreign businessmen to establish contacts or links in the
U.S. Foreign businessmen who maintain political contacts in the U.S. are highly re-
garded in foreign countries. For instance, a foreign businessman would be highly re-
garded in his country if he is seen greeting a U.S. senator in a familiar manner.

Although Huang doesn’t recall a specific conversation with James Riady concern-

ing the above, Huang was certain—certain that he had a conversation with James
Riady at some point in time about this.

Now, the impression that you’re giving in the line of questioning
is, you know, that there really weren’t any ties to all of this. The
fact of the matter is, Mr. Huang, they did expect that this was
going to result in some positive results for them because they got
to know great leaders like the President by giving them a lot of
money. Now, isn’t that the case?

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Chairman, I agree 100 percent what you just
read out of the 302, the concept of benefit going to get, but I didn’t
believe what Mr. Souder was referring in the way, you know, you
were characterizing that.

Mr. BURTON. Well, I think:

Mr. HuaNG. They are going to get benefit, that’s no doubt. It’s
a}llso multiple interests on that, and they are going to benefit on
that.

Mr. BURTON. So what Mr. Riady and you were trying to achieve
through these large contributions were access, No. 1, and No. 2, to
become very friendly so that if a decision needed to be made, you
would have a very good connection with whoever it was?

Mr. HUANG. No. Through all these events, the other very major
things which you just refer in the 302, by meeting with a lot of
business people, you know, those people can become big donors.
They are also some big businessmen that create opportunity for
them and know them and probably will have joint ventures being
made in the Asia. Those become business benefit, at least concep-
tually that was done on that.
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Mr. BURTON. The philosophy of the Riady family was that if peo-
ple attend functions, they would get to know more people, which
would help themselves personally and in business.

Huang explained that people who do business need political contacts. The U.S.
was a very powerful country and other countries pay attention to what happens in
the U.S. It’s important for foreign businessmen to establish contacts or links in the
U.S. Foreign businessmen who maintain political contacts in the U.S. are highly re-
garded in foreign countries.

So you expected to benefit and the Riadys expected to benefit
from these contacts?

Mr. HUANG. One of the things I need to—what you did not read
probably is buried in what my thoughts was in what you just read
out of the 302.

The thing about it is, the Riady family, they are Chinese Indo-
nesian, they’re overseas Chinese. You know, looking back in the
histories, many businessmen in those South Asian countries, be-
cause of the lack of political ties, whatever routine changes, what-
ever they have accomplished, however successful they were in the
business side can turn around to nothing on that. So one way to—
I assume they were trying to do, if they have some ties with the
United States in a daunting way, that will portray them much bet-
ter domestically in the various countries they resided in.

That’s the thoughts I really did not mention. That would be the
benefit.

Mr. BUrTON. If the gentleman will continue to yield, we will
grant him 5 additional minutes, but let me go on to the next para-
graph then.

It says,

The transition from Huang’s first contribution to the time when he began making
numerous contributions to various campaigns began when Huang became involved
in the community and began working with community leaders. Huang began to re-
ceive telephone calls requesting that he raise money for various candidates.

At the time, Huang’s primary goal was to get the 1990 immigration bill passed—
to get the 1990 immigration bill passed. However, Huang’s contributions were also
intended to benefit Lippo Group in the long run. Huang used his own money to pay

for the contributions because making such contributions was part of his job at Lippo
Group due to his expected involvement in community relations.

But you told us that you were reimbursed for those.
Mr. HUANG. Right.
Mr. BURTON. So that did come from the Lippo Group.

There was an understanding that Huang would support Lippo Group by making
contributions. This understanding was evidenced by the dollar amount Huang re-
ceived for his bonuses. It was part of Huang’s job performance to make these con-
tributions.

Huang submitted written reports to James Riady perhaps annually listing who
Huang had contributed to and the dollar amounts of such contributions. Sometimes
Huang had discussions with James Riady regarding the candidates who received
contributions. Although Huang and James Riady did not explicitly discuss Huang
being reimbursed for the contributions listed on the report, Huang knew that he
gvould be taken care of, “for doing such a good job which was reflected in Huang’s

onuses.”

So the fact of the matter is that you were trying to get the immi-
gration bill passed and you felt like and I presume the Riadys felt
like large contributions to the right people would help get this
done.

Mr. HuaNG. That’s a part of the interests, you know, the mul-
tiple interests in that. That’s one of the interests.
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Mr. BURTON. I know, but the point is, I think what Mr. Souder
was trying to make and I think he’s made it very well is that there
was a pattern here. You give money, you get access, you give
money to the right people, and things start to move the way you
want them to move, and that was what you were concerned about.

Mr. HUANG. There’s—Mr. Chairman, what you said was true on
that, but there’s some distinction. Mr. Souder was talking about in
1996 that he related to Arief or Soraya.

Mr. BURTON. I understand.

Mr. HUANG. But what you’re talking about was 1992 to 1994
when I was at Lippo at the time. But conceptually, basically that’s
correct.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Souder.

Mr. SOUDER. I yield back.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Souder yields back the balance of his time.

Mr. Shays.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I'm happy to yield my time to Mr.
LaTourette.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you very much, Mr. Shays.

I only need about 5 minutes in this round, I think, to clear up,
Mr. Huang, where we were yesterday and just to refresh your
memory and sort of give myself a reprise, too. We were talking
about the coffee at the White House that we now call the John
Huang coffee at the White House on June 19, 1996; and I think
where I left off and maybe where the hearing closed yesterday was,
there were a few late invitees to the coffee. And specifically, let me
read you again what one of them had to say after the Democratic
National Committee chair, Mr. Fowler, indicated that the 1996
election was just as important as the 1860 election wherein Abra-
ham Lincoln became our 16th President, which—I think that came
as a little surprise to me, and probably to most Americans, that the
election, the re-election of William Jefferson Clinton was as signifi-
cant in history as the election of Abraham Lincoln.

But be that as it may, they then indicated that you, as the DNC
vice chair for finance, stood up and said, “Elections cost money, lots
and lots of money, and I'm sure that every person in this room will
want to support the reelection of President Clinton.”

Now, I understand that—and again I read you the names of not
only Karl Jackson, Clarke Wallace, but also R. Roderick Porter and
John Taylor indicate that that observation was made in the White
House at the time of this function; and I think you understand
what’s troubling about the statement. There’s two things: that
there was nobody at that coffee except for people who worked for
the DNC or people who were invited who you acknowledged yester-
day weren’t going to give donations. There was no one who could
lawfully contribute to the President of the United States at that
coffee. That’s the first thing that’s troubling.

The second thing that’s troubling is this whole notion of soliciting
campaign cash at the White House, the White House owned by the
people of the United States.

But I would—you have had over night to think about it and I in-
dicated to you that everybody has filed affidavits, testified under
oath, and in fact, that’s what you did at that occasion, and I ask



438

you again if having reflected on it over the last 8 hours, is there
anything you want to add to your statement?

Mr. HUANG. No, I do not.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Now, we were talking about Pauline
Kanchanalak, and one thing as I was reviewing notes last night,
is apparently Ms. Kanchanalak, her checks say P. Kanchanalak,
and somewhere she’s made the allegation that that is really her
mother whose initial—did you ever see her mother at any of these
functions? Is her mother a donor to your knowledge?

Mr. HUANG. I might have been introduced on one occasion at a
very large fundraising event, being introduced one Thai lady as her
mother-in-law or something like that.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. Well, understanding that you didn’t say
that campaigns cost lots and lots of money and everybody should
support the President, regardless, the coffee on June 18th did raise
lots and lots of money, at least lots and lots of money was credited
as a result of that coffee, and Pauline Kanchanalak is credited with
giving $135,000 to the DNC at that event, and her sister-in-law—
is it Georgie Kronenberg, is that her name?

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. All right. Gives $50,000 as a result of that cof-
fee. Where did you—where and when did you receive their checks
of $135,000 and $50,000 for the coffee?

Mr. HUANG. There was a series of checks coming in at a different
time. I really could not put into sequence. I do know that some of
the checks I went to the office, her office to pick it up.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And do you know the original sources of where
the funds for these contributions came from?

Mr. HUANG. I do not know.

Mr. LATOURETTE. If you could look in your book, the other thing
that was going on that I think bothers me just as much as this
whole notion of illegal money coming to the Democratic National
Committee is at the same time illegal money is going to Democratic
party organizations in the various States, and directly following
this—well, at about this time, Pauline Kanchanalak and her sister-
in-law Georgie Kronenberg are also writing some checks to State
Democratic organizations, are they not?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. If I could turn your attention to exhibits
446 through 450, I think you will find that these are checks made
out by Pauline Kanchanalak to—the first one is to the Florida
Democratic party for $35,000; the Illinois Democratic party for
$25,000; one that I find particularly obnoxious, the Ohio Demo-
cratic party for $33,000; and the Pennsylvania Democratic party for
$25,000. Now, do you know was Pauline Kanchanalak just a lover
of the States or how did these—how is it that a major national
donor, who is at a coffee at the White House and is contributing
gobs of money illegally to the President of the United States’ re-
election, how does such a person become interested in making a do-
nation of $33,000, for instance, to my home State and to the State
of Ohio Democratic party to be used for—I mean, let’s be clear
about this. This money is to be used for Democratic party building
activities within the State of Ohio, not tied directly to the elections
or reelection of the President of the United States but to be used
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in races for State representative, Governor, Secretary of State,
Ohio Attorney General. I mean this woman through these illegal
contributions is not only tainting the reelection process of the
President of the United States, but she wants to have a hand in
the election of everything from President to dogcatcher. Now, how
did these checks get written?

[Exhibits 446, 447, 448, 449, and 450 follow:]
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Mr. HuaNG. OK. First of all, Ms. Kanchanalak expressed to me
she was a bit concerned because she was written in magazine
called—that’s called Mother Jones. There’s a——

Mr. LATOURETTE. I'm familiar with Mother Jones.

Mr. HUANG. So her name was mentioned over there. She did
not—you know, she prefers to keep a little bit lower profile, and
she suddenly have all the money, a very large sum of money ap-
pearing on the report. She felt less comfortable, is there any way,
you know, can spread that things out, and I ventured to check with
DNC and so have this money be reallocated to various State party.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. So let me get this straight. So Mother
Jones writes an article and Pauline Kanchanalak shows up as
what, 1 of the top 10 givers to the Democratic party in the country
on some list?

Mr. HUANG. Whatever the ranking will be, yeah, her name was
on the list.

Mr. LATOURETTE. She’s a big player, and so she says how can I
not be so obvious to Mother Jones and other people that are inter-
ested in this?

Mr. HUANG. She was concerned about that, yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Could I ask unanimous consent for just 2 more
minutes, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman needs additional time?

Mr. LATOURETTE. Just a couple of minutes.

Mri BURTON. Without objection, the gentleman is yielded 5 addi-
tional.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. So she comes to
you with this problem, she says listen, I don’t like being—I was in
Mother Jones once and I didn’t like it very much either, to tell you
the truth—so she comes to you and says how can I get off this
Mother Jones list?

Mr. HUANG. She expressed concern during conversation with me,
yeah.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And so you then go to the DNC and say Pau-
line Kanchanalak, who we know is high maintenance already based
upon some things you said yesterday, wants to get off Mother
Jones’ contributor list and how does she do that, and someone says
to you, well, rather than writing one big check for $1 million, she
can write a bunch of little checks to State party organizations. Is
that how that works?

Mr. HuaNG. Well, I may even suggest, is there any other avenue
vifle might be able to accommodate, for instance, the State party on
that.

Mr. LATOURETTE. How did the States get picked? I mean, for in-
stance, did you tell her to write a $33,000 check to my home State
of Ohio?

Mr. HUANG. No, I did not. The States name came out from DNC.

Mr. LATOURETTE. How did she know how to make the check out?

Mr. HUANG. Through me. DNC sort of identified what—you can
have a check issued to Florida State Democratic party for whatever
amount, for the other State Democratic party for what amount.

Mr. LATOURETTE. So the Democratic National Committee not
only told you who should she write the check to but—because they
are different amounts. I don’t know whether, you know, she maybe
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doesn’t like Illinois as much, they only got $25,000. Ohio got $33,0-
00 and Florida gets $35,000, but all those numbers were supplied
by the DNC as suggestions for Pauline Kanchanalak, who we now
know is a Thai citizen, not eligible to participate in any election in
this country, that she should write these checks to those organiza-
tions, right?

Mr. HUANG. I believe so, yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Around likewise, her sister-in-law Georgie
Kronenberg, the next set of exhibits I think run from 452 to 456,
are checks that Georgie Kronenberg writes to State organizations,
and I think they are pretty much the same, and again, what I find
particularly obnoxious is that among these is another illegal con-
tribution of $20,000 to the Ohio Democratic party, and did that
work the same way?

[Exhibits 452, 453, 454, 455, and 456 follow:]
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Mr. HUANG. A similar way, yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. That you went to the DNC. Was Georgie
Kronenberg somehow on the list of Mother Jones, too?

Mr. HUANG. I was not sure about her name though, sir.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And this process isn’t unusual, is it? I mean,
this, this isn’t—these aren’t the only two people that this is done
for? In other words, you would go and receive a list of State Demo-
cratic organizations and dollar amounts for other large donors, and
the DNC would give you that?

Mr. HUANG. It happened to me a few times. As I report to you,
Mr. Chairman, on Mr. Riady you brought up, remember Mr. Riady
also in 1992 time wrote some checks to the State party. So we had
some precedent. So personally I have some experience on that.

Mr. LATOURETTE. OK. Based upon what we now know today and
on the December whatever it is, 1999, about Pauline
Kanchanalak’s immigration status at the time that she was writing
these checks, not only the $135,000 that she gave as a result of the
coffee, the John Huang coffee on June 18th, but also these checks
she wrote to State organizations, all of these contributions are ille-
gal. You do know that, today, they are illegal?

Mr. HUANG. Assuming the reports are accurate. I did not
really——

Mr. LATOURETTE. Assuming the reports are that she isn’t a citi-
zen and was not a citizen?

Mr. HUANG. That’s right.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And I mean, is there some question in your
mind about that?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t know because from very outset I thought she
had at least green card status.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you, Mr. Huang.

Mr. BURTON. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. LATOURETTE. Could I make a request of the Chair? I know,
Mr. Chairman, during the course of this discussion there was some
talk about the Democratic National Committee returning a million
six or a million eight out of the $3.4 million, but this is a whole
other layer to me of illegal activity that occurred as a result of this
fundraising operation, and I would really appreciate if the counsel
or someone on the committee could report back to the committee
how much of the money that was raised illegally and sent directly
to the State parties to beat Republican State representative can-
didates, Governor candidates, county commissioner candidates,
Members of Congress, whether or not the Ohio Democratic party,
for instance, returned these illegal contributions, whether or not
the Pennsylvania Democratic party returned these illegal contribu-
tions, and I would hope that we could get to the bottom of that and
have a report. I'm sorry, I have a little work but I had some friends
lose in that election, and now we find out that they lost because
people were cheating, and I think that that’s unfortunate, and I'd
be glad to yield to the Chair.

Mr. BURTON. I appreciate the gentleman yielding, and I will in-
struct the committee staff to look into that to find out if any of
those contributions were returned. Could I ask that the gentleman
be given an additional 5 minutes. Without objection, we will give
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the gentleman an additional 5 minutes and I appreciate your yield-
ing to me.

The reason I wanted you to yield to me is that Mr. Huang said
that he did not know Pauline Kanchanalak was a U.S. citizen at
the time and therefore it was illegal for her to give contributions
to State parties. However, and I think you have already alluded to
this, James Riady in 1992 had gone back to Indonesia. He did have
a home here and he did have a green card, but he was living in
Indonesia, and so it was not legal for him, according to the law, as
far as we know, for him to give contributions to State parties or
to candidates for Federal election, and in August 1992, he gave
$5,000 to the California Democrat party. August 13th he gave to
the DNC $15,000. September 30, 1992 he gave $75,000 to the
Michigan Democrat party. October 5th he gave $75,000 to the Ohio
Democrat party. He gave $5,000 to the Arkansas Democrat party
on October 8th. He gave $75,000 again on October 8th to—maybe
it was the 27th to the Arkansas Democrat party. He gave on Octo-
ber 12th $75,000 to the Louisiana Democrat party.

His wife Aileen Riady on August 13th gave $5,000 to the Califor-
nia Democrat party, and on August 17th or 13th to the DNC
$15,000. On August the—or October 8th she gave $5,000 to the Ar-
kansas Democrat party. On October 12th she gave $50,000 to the
Georgia Democrat party, and on October 15th she gave $50,000 to
the North Carolina Democrat party.

Now, I assume, Mr. Huang, he didn’t know which parties, State
parties those money should go to. Whose idea was it to make con-
tributions by Mr. Riady to these State parties?

Mr. HUANG. To the best of my knowledge, at the time I arranged
through the DNC at that time.

Mr. BURTON. Were you involved in any way in that? I mean,
were you helping him with that?

Mr. HUANG. Yeah, I would facilitate through giving the names of
the State party.

Mr. BURTON. So you were talking to the national Democrat party
saying where does he want the money to go?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. BURTON. Were you talking to the White House as well about
that?

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. BURTON. Were you talking to the candidate for President,
Mr. Clinton about that?

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. BURTON. You're sure about that?

Mr. HUANG. I'm sure about that.

Mr. BurTON. OK. Did you receive instructions directly from
someone at the DNC or elsewhere on where you should direct the
contributions?

Mr. HUANG. I was working with the lady called Mary Leslie at
that time.

Mr. BURTON. Mary Leslie, so was she the one that was directing
where these contributions were going?

Mr. HUANG. Yeah, but I don’t know where she get that informa-
tion from.
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Mr. BURTON. But she was telling you where you ought to send
the money?

Mr. HUANG. Yeah.

Mrb BURTON. Did she know that Mr. Riady was living in Indo-
nesia?

Mr. HUANG. She might. I don’t know.

Mr. BUrTON. Well, if she knew that Mr. Riady was living in In-
donesia then she must have known it was illegal. Did you tell her
Mr. Riady was living in Indonesia?

Mr. HUANG. I suspect she might, might be knowing Mr. Riady
was traveling back and forth, basically, the way I know that Mr.
Riady and Mrs. Riady had the green card at that time.

Mr. BURTON. Did you—but he was living in Indonesia. I mean,
it’s pretty clear, we have checked the records. His permanent resi-
dence was Indonesia. He had a house in California, and he did
travel back and forth, and he did have a green card, but the law
is that he was living in Indonesia at the time.

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Chairman, that may be your conclusion or that
you may be right on that, but I was operating under the situation
is they both have a green card, they were able to give.

Mr. BURTON. Did you give instructions directly to James Riady
after you talked to this lady Ms.—what’s her name again?

Mr. HUANG. Mary Leslie.

Mr. BURTON. Mary Leslie—as to which States to direct the con-
tributions to or did anyone else directly deal with him to tell him
where to send the money?

Mr. HUANG. I did tell Mr. Riady and—about various entity of the
checks to be written.

Mr. BURTON. Do you know where he was when he wrote the
checks? When he wrote the checks where was he?

Mr. HUANG. It’s very hard for me to pin down where—sometimes
he might be over the other side, sometime he might be here.

Mr. BURTON. So sometimes he was in Indonesia when he wrote
the checks?

Mr. HUANG. It’s very possible, yes.

Mr. BURTON. And then sometimes it was when he was here?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. BURTON. Did you or James Riady directly discuss these con-
tributions or was someone else from the White House or the DNC
involved?

Mr. HUANG. No, no.

Mr. BURTON. It was just between you and the DNC?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. BURTON. And Mr. Riady?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. BURTON. But to your knowledge, nobody from the DNC con-
tacted Mr. Riady directly, it was you?

Mr. HUANG. That was, that was correct, sir.

Mr. BurTON. OK. Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, my colleagues and Mr. Huang, just
on Mr. Riady, if he had a green card, that means he’s, as I under-
stand, legally able to give a contribution even if he travels and
spends most of his time in another country. Was that your under-
standing?
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Mr. HUANG. That was my understanding, yes.

Mr. WAXMAN. And the chairman seems to think otherwise. I
don’t know, you say he may be right, I don’t think he’s correct, but
since we all have a question of opinion on this matter, it’s not hard
for me to see how Mary Leslie—what was her position?

Mr. HUANG. I think she was the finance director at least for Cali-
fornia at that time.

Mr. WaxMaN. How she or you or some others might not know
whether the contribution from Mr. Riady was illegal or not. You
presume it’s legal unless you have some indications otherwise.

I was pleased that my colleague Mr. LaTourette raised the issue
of contributions to State parties, and I think we ought to look at
that, but I do want to point out, again, that the issue isn’t just on
the Democratic side. There was a contribution from a Thomas Kra-
mer on July 18, 1997. He was a German national and he was fined
$323,000 by the Federal Election Commission for making illegal
foreign campaign contributions. This was the largest fine ever im-
posed by the FEC on an individual. Mr. Kramer contributed more
than $400,000 to Federal, State and local campaigns during the
1994 election cycle, including $205,000 to the Florida Republican
party. The Florida Republicans were fined $82,000 by the FEC for
accepting Mr. Kramer’s contribution but still refused to return
$95,000 of the contribution.

We have another instance of a Mr. Kojima, who was called Amer-
ica’s worst deadbeat dad by the LA District attorney’s office. He
contributed $598,777 to the Republican party during the 1992 elec-
tion cycle, including $500,000 to the President’s dinner, which
bought him a seat at President Bush’s table, and there are a lot
of instances—was he fined? The money for one $100,000 contribu-
tion was written on an account that would have had insufficient
funds but for a wire transfer from a foreign corporation that was
received before the check cleared. Mr. Kojima brought five Japa-
nese businessmen to the dinner. It’s been reported that these busi-
nessmen paid Mr. Kojima as much as $175,000 each to attend the
event. In return for Mr. Kojima’s contributions the RNC arranged
for 10 meetings between Mr. Kojima and U.S. Embassy personnel
in Asia and wrote at least 15 letters on Mr. Kojima’s behalf. At the
time of the contribution, Mr. Kojima was almost $1 million in debt
for failure to pay child support or his business creditors.

That second example was not particularly an example of a State
party contribution, but both of these are two examples of Repub-
lican party fundraising abuses and involved foreign contributions.

Mr. BURTON. Would the gentleman yield? Was he fined?

Mr. WAXMAN. I don’t think so. I don’t know, but I don’t think so.

If I might continue what I have to say, this committee hasn’t
shown any interest in looking at these Republican foreign contribu-
tions into their party. They haven’t shown any interest in looking
at why the Florida Republican party didn’t give back that $95,000.
Mr. LaTourette suggested appropriately that we look at this mat-
ter, but if we’re going to look at it, we ought to look at it in a clear,
nonpartisan, fair manner. But this investigation has not been con-
ducted on that basis. What we have today and yesterday and the
day before, now that we have Mr. Huang here, is an interrogation
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that is really quite unprecedented, going over and over and over
issues on what can’t help but be described as a fishing expedition.

I described a couple of days ago when we started this hearing the
six phases of the investigation—because we settled into a pattern
in this committee of six phases. Phase one is a false accusation and
then there are headlines. And then the accusations are not sup-
ported by any facts. Then there’s a claim that there’s a cover-up.
“There’s stonewalling. That’s why we’re not getting the facts.” And,
after that, we get information from those who are presumably
stonewalling. They give the information and there’s a clear indica-
tion that the facts weren’t there to support the original allegation.
And then we have the next phase which is a new accusation that’s
also false.

I'd like to ask for 5 additional minutes.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection, so ordered.

Mr. WAXMAN. Usually that plays out over a period of months.
Well, I think we can see that having played out over the course of
just 3 days.

Mr. Huang was accused of being the linchpin of this whole con-
spiracy to sell United States confidential information to the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China. He was accused of laundering money from
China, and the President knew about it and was part of the con-
spiracy. The Vice President knew about it and was part of the con-
spiracy. Mr. Huang was asked these questions directly over the
course of these last couple of days, and he’s clearly said, no, the
President didn’t know anything about it. The Vice President didn’t
know anything about it. He was not an agent of the Chinese Gov-
ernment. He did not engage in any espionage. He didn’t give any
confidential classified information to either the Lippo Group or the
Chinese Government. That meant those accusations turned out to
be inaccurate.

What do we have now? A new inquisition. Yesterday, Chairman
Burton came in. Since the facts didn’t support his original series
of inflammatory allegations, he came back with a new one. The
new one was that Janet Reno refused to ask the President ques-
tions about foreign contributions. And he said this is an outrage,
that this didn’t happen, and the press picked it up. Washington
Post: “Representative Burton criticizes Reno: fundraising probe not
thorough on roles of Clinton and Gore.” I don’t criticize the Wash-
ington Post for reporting this story. When a Congressman, chair-
man of the committee, makes an accusation, it’s picked up.

And the story did report at the end how Mr. LaBella, who head-
ed up the task force looking at foreign contributions for the Justice
Department, said that Janet Reno acted appropriately; that in fact
LaBella emphasized that, while he did not agree with Reno’s con-
clusion about an independent counsel, he said the Attorney General
does not deserve blame for the decision by prosecutors not to ask
questions about foreign contributions prematurely. He said that
they were not looking at foreign contributions. They were looking
at two very specific issues, and they asked questions about those
issues. They had no evidence that the President knew anything
about foreign contributions. They didn’t have it then, and they
don’t have it now.
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So LaBella said, “I'm not here to defend her. I'm just not going
to let her get beaten up unfairly.”

And I can commend Mr. LaBella for that statement, but let’s look
at the rest of the press. Mr. Huang’s been here. He’s been accused
for 3 years of all sorts of terrible things. This is the first chance
he’s had to publicly explain his side. The press didn’t report what
he had to say.

Mr. SHAYS. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. WAXMAN. No, not yet. The press didn’t report what he had
to say that exonerated him from all those headlines of other Con-
gressmen attacking him. They report the next charge.

Now, I'm pleased to report that one newspaper in this country
did give a report, and that was the L.A. Times. It makes me espe-
cially proud because it was the L.A. Times. The L.A. Times head-
line: “FBI notes dispel ‘evidence’ of security breach by Huang.”
They picked up what came out at yesterday’s hearing, which was
that Congressman Solomon made these false accusations about Mr.
Huang turning over classified documents because Solomon said he
had intercepts, confidential intercepts to prove it, and it turned out
in the FBI interview with Solomon that it was all based on gossip.

Well, at least one newspaper picked up a clarification of how an
accusation that was made long ago has now been so clearly refuted.
But we don’t see the accusations that have been refuted. We only
see the new ones made, which is a good strategy. And, again, it’s
the phases of this investigation. You make an accusation. You can’t
prove it. You come back and say somebody’s not giving you the in-
formation. They give you the information and then the information
doesn’t substantiate your allegation so you come right back with
another one.

Now, the chairman’s statement was picked up in another news-
paper—this one you’d expect to have it as a screaming headline.
This is the Washington Times. “FBI never probed Clinton, Gore on
key scandal figures. Burton wonders if investigators forgot.” Full of
sarcasm.

Now, the charge is that Janet Reno didn’t allow her Justice De-
partment people to question the President about foreign contribu-
tions. But it was the FBI which was doing the investigation, and
that wasn’t the purpose of their investigation at that time. Their
questions had to do with whether the President was making calls
out of the office. They had to do with whether the President knew
about the hard money versus the soft money. Those were the mat-
ters for which there had been some evidence of potential wrong-
doing that the President might have been involved in. Unlike what
we’ve had with Mr. Huang, Mr. LaBella and the FBI didn’t feel
that it was appropriate to go into a long dissertation, questioning
a President of the United States on everything they might think
that he might have done wrong when there’s been no evidence that
he ever did anything wrong.

Let me just say this about Mr. LaBella. Dan Burton said

He has run the task force investigation of foreign money in our elections for the
last 10 months. Janet Reno handpicked Mr. LaBella for this job because of his spar-

kling credentials and his reputation as an outstanding prosecutor. I can’t think of
anyone in America who is in a better position to know the facts.
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That’s what the chairman said about Mr. LaBella, and Mr.
LaBella was quoted of course at the tail end of the article in the
Post saying that “I'm not here to defend” Mrs. Reno, but “I'm just
not going to let her get beaten up unfairly.”

Mr. BURTON. I'll take my time now, and I hope the gentleman
will be equally generous as far as me getting additional time.

Mr. WAXMAN. I've certainly been generous to you and to the
members of this committee.

b Mr. BURTON. I know you have, and I hope you will continue to
e.

Mr. WAXMAN. I hope you will also, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BurTON. I will.

First of all, let’s start with the last thing first. I think what you
read in the paper was all right, but you left a little bit out. Mr.
LaBella also said, we always figured we’d have other chances to
question the President about his relationship with key fundraisers
after developing cases against him.

They were never given that opportunity. The President and the
Vice President were never asked about their connection to Mr.
Huang, Mr. Trie, Mr. Riady; and Mr. LaBella felt like, as the head
of the task force, that he would get another opportunity to do that;
and he never did.

That particular meeting you're talking about was limited, but the
reason it was limited was because they thought they were going to
go back and ask him again about these things, and the Justice De-
partment and Janet Reno never allowed that to happen. That’s the
first thing.

The second thing, you started talking—incidentally, the people
who did the questioning at that meeting were not FBI agents. They
were all Justice Department people. Robert Meyer, James Cooper,
Lee Radek, and Charles LaBella and the FBI guys that were there,
all they did was take notes. So the FBI didn’t do any questioning.
It was the Justice Department, and they were limited. They did not
question him about his connection or possible connection with these
people who were raising money illegally.

Now let’s talk about these people like Mr. Kramer and Mr.
Kojima. The FEC found that the Republican party of Florida got
this contribution from Mr. Kramer that you said was illegal. The
Federal Election Commission said it was legal. The money that
came from Mr. Kramer was legal. Now, I thought that was wrong,
and I introduced a bill that was cosponsored by many of my col-
leagues, including Mr. Shays and Mr. Souder and Mr. LaTourette,
which would say that any foreign contributions coming into this
country would be illegal. And I asked you to be a co-sponsor, and
you said no.

Now Mr. Kramer, because of this loophole, the FEC said it was
legal, but you didn’t want to sponsor or co-sponsor a bill I did that
would kill it and would make sure it would never happen again.
I would like to once again extend my hand to you and say I hope
you will sponsor that bill with me.

Let’s go back to some of these people who gave contributions. The
Republicans that you mentioned, with the exception of Mr. Kramer,
one was fined $325,000; one was fined $5 million; one was fined $8
million; one was fined $6 million; one was fined—I can’t remember
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all of them. But the Democrats who have given money illegally
have not been fined once that I know of by this Justice Depart-
ment. Or at least if they have been fined, nobody’s been fined as
much. You show me some that have been fined $8 million, $5 mil-
lion, $6 million and got time in jail.

Now, there’s a couple of other things I think that are important.
I guess the thing that I want to make clear is that if a Republican
breaks the law in giving campaign contributions, they should be
penalized to the full extent of the law. If a Democrat breaks the
law or a foreign entity breaks the law, they should be penalized to
the full extent of the law. But the Justice Department should apply
the law fairly, justly and equally.

And the Republicans who have broken the law in the Dole cam-
paign have been penalized as far as I know, some extremely se-
verely, whereas people like the Riadys and Mr. Huang and Mr.
Trie have gotten a slap on the wrist. Mr. Huang, who is responsible
for over $3 million in illegal campaign contributions, $1.3 or $4 mil-
lion that’s been returned, got a $10,000 fine and some community
service time. Mr. Trie was not even going to get a financial fine at
all, and the judge thought that was wrong so he imposed a $5,000
fine himself, and he got community service time. $10,000, $5,000
for two of the major conduits of illegal contributions while people
on the Republican side got an $8 million fine from the Justice De-
partment, a $6 million fine, a $5 million fine and on and on.

So what I'm saying is there ought to be fair application of the
law, and that has not been done. And if you're going to quote Mr.
LaBella, for whom I do have a great deal of respect, I hope you’ll
always tell the full story. And the full story is—and I'll reiterate
this one more time—he said, we always figured we’d have other
chances to question the President about his relationship with key
fundraisers after developing cases against him. The cases were de-
veloped against Mr. Huang, Mr. Trie and a number of others, and
they never—Janet Reno never sent anybody back over to question
the President or the Vice President.

I'll yield back my time.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to be rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SHAYS. Could I have you yield to me, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. BURTON. TI'll yield to Mr. Shays first and come back to you.

Mr. WAXMAN. Just a minute, Mr. Chairman. I have let members
on your side go 15, 20 minutes.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Shays has the time.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Cummings is here, and he is seeking recogni-
tion and hasn’t had an opportunity at all for his time.

Mr. SHAYS. I just want to put on the record two points.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I'm going to make a point of order.
Point of order, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman will state his point of order.

Mr. WAXMAN. The rules of this committee provide that members
shall have 5-minute rounds each.

Mr. BURTON. Right.

Mr. WAXMAN. And no member should be recognized for a second
round until all members have been recognized for the first round.
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Mr. SHAYS. I'm not asking to be recognized. I'm asking for the
gentleman’s time.

Mr. WAXMAN. Are you asking for my time?

Mr. SHAYS. No, Mr. Burton’s.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Burton’s time has expired.

Mr. BURTON. I'll respond to his point of order. We're already into
the second round. Mr. Cummings has just arrived. I'm going to
yield to Mr. Shays.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Cummings is seeking recognition. He hasn’t
been recognized on the first or the second round.

Mr. BURTON. I will recognize Mr. Cummings as soon as I recog-
nize Mr. Shays.

Mr. WaAXMAN. Point of order, Mr. Chairman. The rules
provide——

Mr. BURTON. I have ruled on your point of order. Mr. Shays.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, point of order.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman will state his point of order.

Mr. CUMMINGS. I was here before the first round ended. I'm just
trying to figure, does that mean I am denied a right to ask ques-
tions in the first round?

Mr. BURTON. You will have—

Mr. CuUMMINGS. Ten minutes?

Mr. BURTON. You will be recognized as soon as Mr. Shays com-
pletes his questioning.

Mr. CUMMINGS. You didn’t answer my question, Mr. Chairman.
I just asked you one simple question. Do I get to ask my questions
in the first round because I'm going to ask them in the second
round, too, where I'm limited to the second round or are you going
to give me 10 minutes in the second round?

Mr. BURTON. We'll be liberal with the time. My staff has just ap-
prised—made me aware

Mr. SHAYS. I'm just curious of one thing.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, on the point of order, I wish to be
recognized.

Mr. SHAYS. I want to know who has the time.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I wish to be recognized on the point
of order.

Mr. BURTON. I have ruled on the point of order.

Mr. WAXMAN. The point of order is still pending, and I want to
bring an argument to the chair.

Mr. BURTON. I have ruled on the point of order.

Mr. WaxXMAN. The chairman has not read the rules. The rules
say that each member gets 5 minutes before others get it and we
alternate, one side and then the other. Mr. Cummings has not been
recognized at all.

Mr. SHAYS. Would the gentleman just yield?

Mr. BURTON. You want to yield on his point of order?

Mr. SHAYS. I'm just asking first—I'm not asking for my 5-minute
time, and I'm very happy to have Mr. Cummings have his time. I
just want to know, do you still have the time left or had your time
run out? If your time ran out, I'm not asking for you to yield.

Mr. BURTON. I did have some time left on the clock. According
to the staff, I had 1 minute left on the clock.
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Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Waxman, if you don’t agree, I'm happy to just
drop it. Because, frankly, you want to make a circus out of this.
I don’t intend to. I just intend to ask some questions. I thought my
chairman had the time. If he didn’t have the time, I don’t ask

Mr. WAXMAN. I don’t think he did. He’s now being told by this
staff he has a minute left, but I looked at the clock, and the red
light came up. I don’t think he has the time.

Mr. SHAYS. I totally withdraw any complaint. I'm happy—I'm
going to be here all day.

Mr. BURTON. I'm the chairman of the committee, and I will say
this. There was 1 minute left on the clock. We will take the 1
minute and I yield to Mr. Shays.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you. I'm happy to yield back.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Cummings.

Mr. CuMMINGS. Thank you very much. We’re certainly are not
trying to make a circus here, Mr. Chairman. We’re just trying to
go by the rules as the ranking member has stated.

Mr. WAXMAN. Would the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. CUMMINGS. I will certainly yield to Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. LaBella said they would go in and ask the
President questions if they developed a case that indicated that he
in any way knew that foreign contributions were involved. The only
way we could ever establish a case that Mr. Clinton knew was if
someone said he knew. Mr. Huang indicated he was the one in-
volved in raising this money, and that the President of the United
States never knew about these foreign contributions.

But I do want to point out somebody who did participate as an
officeholder or has been accused of knowing as an officeholder by
the person involved in giving a conduit contribution. There’s a fel-
low named Cloeren in Texas. He admits giving a conduit contribu-
tion to a Republican House candidate. And then he not only admits
having done it, he said he did it at the request of Congressman
Tom DeLay, the Republican whip.

Now, when you have the man who admitted to giving the conduit
contribution say that the officeholder suggested he give it, you
would think that ought to be investigated. The chairman talked
about everybody being fair. This committee refused to even inves-
tigate that matter. Every Democrat wrote a letter to the chairman
requesting an investigation of these very serious charges of cam-
paign violations. To show how serious it is—it’s as serious as Mr.
Huang’s violation of the law, because what Mr. Huang did was a
conduit contribution and what Mr. DelLay is accused of doing is a
conduit contribution as well.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that you will now tell us youre going to
investigate that clear indication where someone was involved. And
the distinction again is there’s evidence that Mr. DeLay was in-
volved and knew—not only knew but orchestrated a conduit con-
tribution. There has not been any evidence—a lot of headlines and
charges, but there’s never been any evidence—to indicate the Presi-
dent of the United States knew of any foreign contributions. And
the one that would have been able to give evidence to that effect
and who you described as a linchpin of this whole campaign scan-
dal is Mr. Huang, and he has told us explicitly that the President
didn’t know about it. So I would hope that the chairman will now
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tell us that he’s going to investigate the charges by Mr. Cloeren
who is an active Republican who gave a conduit contribution he
says at the request of Mr. DeLay.

Mr. BURTON. If the gentleman would yield.

Mr. CuUMMINGS. Thank you.

Mr. BURTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CUMMINGS. Yes, I'll yield.

Mr. BURTON. You keep talking about Mr. Cloeren, have been for
some time. His allegations were investigated fully by your Justice
Department, and they found that Mr. Cloeren’s investigations were
baseless, his allegations were baseless.

Now, Mr. Cloeren was convicted of other crimes. He was con-
victed—he was convicted of other crimes, and it sounds like you’re
accusing Mrs. Reno’s Justice Department of doing something
wrong. The whip of the House, Mr.DeLay, has been exonerated in
effect by the Justice Department.

Now, for you who have complained about us wasting a ton of
time at this committee to want to go back and investigate some-
thing that has been fully investigated by the Justice Department
seems ludicrous. I mean, Mr. Cloeren was convicted himself. The
Justice Department found no credence in what he said and they
dropped that investigation.

Mr. WAXMAN. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. CUMMINGS. Yes.

Mr. WaxMmaN. That’s an absolutely false statement that the
chairman has made. There has not been a clearance of Mr. DeLay
by the Justice Department. It is just absolutely incorrect. And isn’t
it pretty ironic that Mr. Burton would say we’re not going to inves-
tigate a matter because the Justice Department—he thinks—has
already disposed of it. What are we doing here now? We're ques-
tioning Mr. Huang for 3 days and spending $7 million in the last
Congress on this investigation when the Justice Department has
already investigated it and penalized Mr. Huang.

It seems to me that you can’t make these false statements, false
accusations and figure it will never catch up with you. Except it
looks like Mr. Burton is succeeding somewhat, although I don’t
think it has much credibility, because he’s always got another
charge, always another accusation, and then nothing substantiates
his allegation. And that is a flat-out false statement about the
DeLay-Cloeren business.

Thank you for yielding.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Reclaiming my time, I think when we sit in this
room, Mr. Huang—there are only a few people here as compared
to some of our hearings, but the things that are stated here are cer-
tainly on the record and you are sworn. The things that you say
can have a direct bearing on a lot of people’s lives, including your
own, and so I've been following the hearings. I had an opportunity
to read the FBI 302s and just have a few questions, because I think
in taking—in light of what I just said, I just want to make sure
we are all clear because what happens is that you start, you have
a question here, a question there, and it gets muddled. And some-
times we need to stop and pause to be clear, and so I would just
ask you a few questions.
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Your FBI interviews indicate that you and Mr. Riady discussed
soliciting contributions from the Lippo executives who had substan-
tial means and could afford to make political contributions; is that
correct?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. CuMMINGS. Now, by discussing who could give contributions,
it seems that you and Mr. Riady were trying to make sure that you
comply with the law in this regard; is that correct?

Mr. HUANG. That was an effort, yes.

Mr. CUMMINGS. You didn’t believe that the plan to raise political
contributions from Lippo executives, who were citizens or green
card holders and who had means, was illegal? Did you believe that
was illegal?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Similarly, you did not believe that soliciting
these people to make contributions was illegal; is that right?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. CuMMINGS. Now, when you had these discussions with Mr.
Riady, you did not discuss with him the reimbursement of these
Lippo executives for their contributions, did you?

Did you understand the question?

Mr. HUANG. I understand. We did not explicit that information,
no.

Mr. CUMMINGS. I'm sorry, I didn’t hear you.

Mr. HuaNG. We did not explicit mention about reimbursement,
no.
Mr. CUMMINGS. So you did have a discussion, but you did not ex-
plicitly talk about reimbursement; is that what you’re saying?

Mr. HUANG. I—basically I sensed that all the people probably
will be taken care of.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent the gen-
tleman from Maryland be given 5 additional minutes.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Thank you very much.

Now, as to the $50,000 Hip Hing contribution, was it you or was
it Mr. Riady who decided to make this contribution? Who made
that decision?

Mr. HUANG. Congressman Cummings, I did.

Mr. CuMMINGS. You made that decision?

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. CUMMINGS. When you decided to do that, did you think that
it was legal to do it?

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. CumMINGS. What did you base that on?

Mr. HUANG. This is sub of either the U.S. corporation—at least
the sub of—the U.S. corporation is a sub, or the foreign entity has
to generate U.S. revenue.

Mr. CuUMMINGS. So you felt comfortable that you were doing
something legal?

Mr. HUANG. At that time, yes.

Mr. CUMMINGS. In one of your interview memos, I saw that you
said that you first talked to Mr. Riady about the $50,000 contribu-
tion only after the fact, after you had made it; is that correct?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.
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Mr. CUMMINGS. During that discussion, it was Mr. Riady who
asked you if it was OK or legal for Hip Hing to make the contribu-
tion?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. CUMMINGS. And as I understand it, you told Mr. Riady that
the contribution was legal because Hip Hing had revenues in the
United States. That is what you told him and I guess based upon
what you—a question that you answered a little bit earlier in this
series of questions, is that accurate?

Mr. HUANG. That is accurate.

Mr. CUMMINGS. At that time, that’s what you truly believed?

Mr. HUANG. That’s what I truly believed, yes.

Mr. CuUMMINGS. Had you talked to a lawyer about it at all?

Mr. HUANG. I did not, no.

Mr. CUMMINGS. So you believe that U.S. subsidiaries of foreign
companies could legally make political contributions if they had
revenues in the United States?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Huang, it seems that the reason Mr. Riady
asked you whether it was OK for Hip Hing to make the contribu-
tion, just like when he discussed whether citizens and green card
holders could contribute, was that he wanted to make sure that the
law was followed and complied with. Do you believe that?

Mr. HUANG. I do.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Why do you say that?

Mr. HUANG. You just want to make sure that the things was do
right.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Now, as I understand it, going back to this $1
million contribution, Mr. Riady said that he wanted to raise the
funds.

I'm sorry. If you wanted to followup on that question, you are
certainly welcome. Did you want to followup on the question?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Now back to the $1 million contribution. As I un-
derstand it, Mr. Riady said he wanted to raise—he wanted to raise
the funds and not give the funds; is that true?

Mr. HUANG. I wasn’t sure exactly words, but to me at that time
it was probably not that much difference anyway.

Mr. CUMMINGS. So——

Mr. HUANG. He had the means to give $1 million himself.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Did he have the means to raise it?

Mr. HUANG. To raise or give himself.

Mr. CUMMINGS. So you’re not sure what he meant? Is that what
you're saying when you first had your discussion with him about
that?

Mr. HUANG. It did not really make that much difference to me,
but the $1 million is the key.

Mr. CUMMINGS. After Mr. Riady told you that he told Governor
Clinton that he would try to raise $1 million, you then talked to
Mr. Riady about who could contribute to the campaign? Did you
have a discussion?

Mr. HUANG. We did.

Mr. CuMMINGS. You did?

Mr. HUANG. Right.
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Mr. CUMMINGS. About who could contribute?

Mr. HUANG. Right.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Riady discussed only U.S. citizens or green
card holders could make legal contributions; is that correct?

Mr. HuaNG. We identified the people with those kind of—in that
category.

Mr. CuMMINGS. That fell into that category?

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. CUMMINGS. So you felt you all were doing something legal;
is that correct?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. CuMMINGS. I will yield to Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WAXMAN. I thank you for yielding.

I just think some things ought to be straightened out on the
record. We checked about this Cloeren-DeLay matter. The chair-
man is absolutely incorrect, as I pointed out, because we requested
302s’ which are the reports of the FBI investigators, and they've
told us it’s an active investigation. It has not been concluded. There
has been no letter to Mr. DeLay clearing him.

Second, I want to put in the record a statement of the cases pros-
ecuted by the U.S. Department of Justice and the Federal Election
Commission. The chairman said Democrats have never been fined,
everybody is going soft on these Democrats. Sun-Diamond, fined
$1.5 million; Nicholas Rizzo, $1.499 million; the Gephardt for Presi-
dent Committee had an $80,000 fine; Jesse Jackson’s campaign in
1988, $150,000 fine; Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee
was fined $75,000.

Statements are made. There’s just absolutely no basis for them,
even the statement that was made about whether the time was
there. On the timer it was incorrect.

I know people may be watching this. It’s just like you can say
whatever you want, but no one ever catches up.

Mr. BURTON. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. WAXMAN. I don’t have the time, but I would certainly urge
the gentleman to yield.

Mr. CUMMINGS. I yield.

Mr. BURTON. How much were those fines you were talking
about?

Mr. WAXMAN. $1.5 million, $1.499 million.

Mr. BURTON. What were the dates on them?

Mr. WAXMAN. There’s a 1993, a 1997.

Mr. BURTON. May I see them.

Mr. WaxMAN. Certainly you're welcome to see it. I would like to
have unanimous consent to put it all in the record.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection. Without objection.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Cases Prosecuted by the U.S. Department of
Justice Which Resulted in Fines of $25,000 or
More

The U. §. Department of Justice prosecutes violations of the FECA both
as misdemeanors and as felonies. In general, violations are prosecuted
criminally only if they are knowing and willful violations of the "core
provisions” of the FECA and involve $2,000 or more in a calendar year.
The core provisions are: contribution limits; prohibitions on contributions
from corparate and union funds; prohibition on contributions from
federal contractors; prohibition of contributions from foreign nationals:
prohibition on disguised or laundered” contributions; and the FECA
disclosure requirements. Felony prosecutions often involve prosecutive

theories based on other statutes, such as conspiracy to defraud and
filing false statements; in many cases substantial jail sentences have
been imposed, in addition to fines. The fines listed below should be
considered as a representative sample of Justice Department
prosecutions in the several U.S. Fecerai court districts.

Defendant | Year | Violation i Fine
Empiré Landfl/New Owner: USA Waste | ‘Corporate Funds f !
Service Inc./ i 1997 iMoney laundering ;SS‘OOO‘DQO :
Aqua Letsurer ; {Corparate Funds i
Simon Fireman | 1996 {Money laundering iSS,OO0,000
Food Services of Amenca/Dennis f {Corporate funds & Money | i
‘Specht/Thomas Stewart ] 1998 {laundering 155 000.000
Crop Growers Corp i 1996 ’g_fugf contributions & ?SZOO0,000
I, ) Tllegal gifts and corporate <
Sun-Diamond Growers 1997 ;Cafl'fpﬂi@ contributions ‘Sl .500.000
Nicholas Rizzo, treasurer for Tsongas 1993 zMcmey laundering
campaign 2 ;False statements
. . . i . Corporate Funds
Hyundai Motor America ‘1995»96 Moriey Laundering
e [Otility law violation
Gulf Power 1989 |Hilegal contributions
P . Corporate Funds f
Haitai America 1995-96 1Money e 15400,000
. i Corporate Funds |
Korean Air 11995-96 {iMmey laandering 250,000
Daewoo International America t1995-96 e g iszoo,ooo
‘ !Falsxtymg capaign finance |
| repotts
Carroll Hubbard i 1994 {Obstruction of justice !3153,000

12/17/99 10:35 A
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The Federal Election Commission has statutory authority for Givil

Federal Election Commission Cases Which
Resulted in Fines of $25,000 or More

enforcement of the FECA through fines and civil sanctions. The statute
provides for a process of conciliation in which the respondent
acknowledges quilt and agrees to a stipulated penaity, the amount of
which is frequently lower than that sought by the Agency. By statute,
the Commission may impose fines up to $10,000 or an amount equai to
200 percent of any contribution or expenditure involved in a knowing
and willful violation. Such civil enforcement generally applies to FECA
violations that invoive smali amounts of money or that are committed
openly or in obvious ignorance of the law. The listing of FECA fines
pelow is limited to fines of $25,000 or more; in addition, the Commission
has imposed hundreds of lesser penalties in the course of processing

more than 4,000 cases since its beginning.

MUR

Defendant N Date Amount
Number
Prudential Securities 3430 S 121794 ‘3550,000.00
Thomas Kramer 4398 C7/18/97 $323,000.00
Stanley N. Kaplan 1237 1172782 $190,000.00 :
Tesse Jackson for President '88/Howard Renzi, i i
treasurer/New Yorkers for Jesse Jackson '88/J. 3492 © 5/25/95 - $150,000.00!
Wesley Parker, treasurer I !
New Enterprise Stone and Lime Co.:Valley
Quarries/Paul Detwiler/Donald Detwiler/Roger 3508 5/23/95  $150,000.00¢
Hoover/Thomas Zimmerman
Cherry Communications Inc., formerly known as A </
-Cherry Payment Systems/James Elliott, Chairman 3672 : 52/97  $150,000.00
Dole for President/James Hagen, treasurer ; 3309 i 7725/93 - $100,000.00 \
Jack Kemp for President/James Hagen, treasurer I 3309 [5/17/94 " $100,000.00 |
. |
‘D.H. Blair and Co. } 4320 | 9/11/96 §5100,000400
;Wllson Commuittee ! 3972 : 7725/95 :T90,000400 i
;Fuearms Training Systems | 4090 | 12723796 $90,000.00 ‘
Republican Party of Florida I 4398 [ 771897 | $82,000.00|
iGephardt for President/S. Lee King, ! f I
treasurer/Richard Gephard/Gephard in | 3342 1 5/12/95 $80,000.00¢
!Congress/]ohn Tumbarello, treasurer 1 1 ;
I T [ i
k‘}()}ene_:ral Cigar Company, Inc./Austin T. McNamara, i 1786 ‘ 6/6/97 [ $80,000.00 |
resident ! | ;
{Kentucky State Democratic Eexcutive Committee ‘r 3637 [ 371497 $75,000.00|
{National Education Association et al (also MURs i 665

1949 & 639)

= T
‘ 4/22/80 i
|

$75,000.00|

i

12/17/99 10:36 A2
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Democratic Senatonial Campaign

Attp: wWWww,opensecrels.org reguianon penaities tectines.i

Commirtee; Donald Foley. treasurer 3620 §/21.95 $75.000.00
Mondale for President Michael Berman. treasurer 2241 12/19/86  S68.000.00:
Friends or John GlennvLyn Glen. weasurer 3418 6/17/94 $63.000.00
Perot '92: Mike Poss. treasurer 3721 27895 $65.000.00
Haig for President Dominic Saraceno. :
ireasurer; Committee for AmericasSherwood 3367 5/9/95 $60.000.001
Goldberg, treasurer :
Sports Shinko/ Toshio Kinoshita/Taskeshi R i
Kinoshita/Tomio Kawaski/Koichi Soejima 3460 9/8/94 ; $57.000.00 :
Donald Trump et al 3460 3/15/93 ; §56.900.00 ‘
Friends of Bob Bennett Senatorial Campaign ) p :

Commuittee: Stanlev R. DeWaal. treasurer N 3208 H2/97 " §53,000.0 !
Cranston for President/ William Landau. :
treasurer/Alan Cranston 2073 5/16/89 ; Sso,ooo,oo;
McDonald for Senate Committee, Philip C. :
Benefield. treasurer 4609 6/6/97 $50.000.00 |
Elkin McCallum 3585 12/16:96 + $50.000.001
William Tempieton 2787 12712/90 | $50,000.00 :
Mascara for Congress/Edward :
Mendola,treasurersMascara Campaign i 4194 1/7/97 . $50.000.00
Committee/Judith Cap, treasurer | i

William J. Levitt et al/Rowenroy Ltd. 2576 TTO/17/91 | $45,250.00
New York Democratic Party/Rosemary Conway, | 3248 L 41/94 \ $45,000.00
itreasurer | | |
Ruff PAC/Tammy Lyles, treasurer/Free the Eagle | 2191 [ 7723/93 [ $44,400.00
‘Eddie Bernice Johnson for Congress/PaoLing Chen, f 4044 ' 3/15/96 1 $44,000.00
itreasurer | ; |
Quareterdeck Office Systems 3991 7/15757 " $40,000.00
Texas Republican Congressional CommitteeMartha |

Weisend, treasurer | 2598 ‘ 5/25/93 E $40,000.00
Alaska Interstate Construction, Inc. | 4233 [ 10731797 | 340,000.00
‘Roger Trudeau | 3585 | 576797 } $40,000.00
George Bush for President/Stan Huckaby, treasurer | 3467 EZEC

Friends of Jim Moody/Robert Friebert, treasurer ] 4156 | 1278195 | $40,000.00
{West Beach Estates I 2892 . 3715/94 | 538,500.00
‘Missourians for Carroll/John Bardgett,

‘treasurer/Steven Carroll/Kenneth Carroll/Rheyma 3968 3/6/96 $38,000.00
‘Carrol

Anastasios Kalogims ] [ 3585 [ 33197 [ $37,500.00
{Antonovich for Senate/Thomas Silver, {

itreasurer/M.ichael Antonovich 2619 1 11/15/94 l $37.000.00
National Au{oxrfobﬂe Dealers Association Dealers

Election Action Committee of the National 4426 5/2/97 $36,000.00

Automobile Dealers Association/Leonard Fichtner,
tresurer (VA)

12/17/99 10:36 A
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Mr. BURTON. The fines that we see here are nowhere near the
$6, $8, $5 million ones; they’re much smaller. But I will accede to
the gentleman’s comments that there were some fines there that I
was unaware of. But the fact is the vast majority of the fines and
the huge amounts that have been levied have been levied against
the Republicans.

Mr. WAXMAN. You should have investigated why those fines were
levied because there might have been problems there that were
worthy of a legitimate campaign investigation.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. Shays.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, thank you.

This is the first time I've spoken today, and I want to state that
I'm not going to ask for additional 5 minutes, but I'm going to take
my time as it comes. I'm not going to ask Mr. Waxman to yield to
me. I asked him once today, and he said no. And when I asked you
to yield me time, he objected.

I just want to say I think Mr. Cummings asked more questions
in his one visit than Mr. Waxman has in his 2 days. And for us
to have the incredible amount of dialog about how much time it is
taking to ask you questions, Mr. Huang, when we haven’t even had
the opportunity basically to ask questions because Mr. Waxman
wants to talk about anything but you, and I'm just going to read
the letter that was supposed to start the spirit of these hearings.

And so, Mr. Huang, if you have to be here tomorrow, you have
not me to blame. But in the letter that Mr. Waxman sent to this
committee in denying us an opportunity to basically ask you ques-
tions privately so we wouldn’t have to ask so many questions pub-
licly, I will read you the full letter that we got.

Thank you for your recent letter regarding immunity for John Huang. I am glad
we were able to reach an agreement on this matter and I'm looking forward to his
testimony.

As you know, in the past, many members of our committee have expressed con-
cerns about the practice of extensive questioning of witnesses in closed session. I
share that concern and continue to believe that the committee and the American

people will best be served by having Mr. Huang appear at a public hearing with
no restrictions on the amount of questioning he would face.

So I will strongly take exception to Mr. Waxman complaining to
any question I ask and however long and if he gets tired at 2 or
3 today and wants to leave, he may leave. I'm staying.

Then he said, “I appreciate you sharing a new proposal for deal-
ing with Mr. Huang’s testimony with me, but believe we should
proceed as originally agreed and hold a public hearing with Mr.
Huang.”

Mr. Huang, I am sorry to say this, but I'm going to say it since
he wants to rehabilitate you before I think you deserve to be. You
are a convicted felon; is that not true?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. SHAYS. You have acknowledged to this committee that in one
way or the other you have been involved with almost $1 million of
illegal contributions with Mr. Riady; is that not true?

Mr. HUANG. That is true.

Mr. SHAYS. OK. You are here only because you were given immu-
nity; is that not true?

Mr. HUANG. That is true.
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Mr. SHAYS. You had an opportunity to come before this commit-
tee many years earlier and set the record straight; is that not true?

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. SHAYS. So the fact that you’re here today is basically a deci-
sion you made by deciding not to come earlier; is that not correct?

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. SHAYS. Now, you know, I left last night having a lot of com-
passion for you. I think you’re a good man. But I do think good
men sometimes do illegal things. And the purpose of these ques-
tions is to find out what you did and what you didn’t do.

Now, I didn’t make these accusations. Mr. Burton didn’t make
these accusations. And in fact I gave you yesterday a copy from the
Cox report. I don’t want to blind-side you. I want you to deal with
it, and I would think you’d want to because it’s really scary stuff
dealing with you. And I was touched by your comments about your
children and the concept that you could in fact have done some-
thing contrary to your own country’s best interests and that poten-
tially you could be involved with espionage. Pretty frightening stuff
and something that, frankly, I don’t have a sense that you are, ex-
cept we have a report.

Now, on this committee are Mr. Cox, a Republican; Norm Dicks,
a Democrat; Porter Goss, a Republican; Doug Bereuter, a Repub-
lican; Mr. Hansen, a Republican; John Spratt, a Democrat; Curt
Weldon, a Republican; Lucille Roybal-Allard, a Democrat; Robert
“Bobby” Scott, a Democrat. They came out with a unanimous re-
port and this unanimous report mentioned you. And it mentioned
some very serious accusations about you, and I—frankly if they
were said about me, I would be horrified.

Now, it basically says, Huang maintained contact with represent-
atives of Lippo Group while he was at the Department of Com-
merce. During the 18 months that he was at Commerce, Huang
called Lippo bank 232 times in addition to 29 calls or faxes to
Lippo headquarters in Indonesia.

Huang also contacted Lippo consultant Maeley Tom on 61 occa-
sions during the same period.

Huang’s record shows 72 calls to Lippo joint venture partner C.
Joseph Giroir. During his tenure at the Commerce Department,
Huang used a visitor’s office across the street at the Washington,
DC, branch of Stevens, Inc., an Arkansas based brokerage firm
with significant business ties to the Lippo Group. Stevens employ-
ees indicated that these visits were short in duration. Huang used
these offices two, three times a week, most weeks making tele-
phi)lne calls and regularly receiving faxes and packages addressed
to him.

Commerce Department approval—excuse me. No one at the Com-
merce Department, including Huang’s secretary, knew of this addi-
tional office. Huang met with the PRC Embassy officials in Wash-
ington, DC, at least nine times—at least nine occasions. Six of
these meetings were at the PRC Embassy, People’s Republic of
China. When informed of these contacts Jeffrey Garten, the De-
partment of Justice Under Secretary for Trade Administration, was
taken aback to learn that Huang ever dealt with anyone at the
PRC Embassy. The proposal of these—the purpose of these contacts
is unknown.
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My time is up. I don’t choose the additional 5 minutes. I'll come
back when my time is allowed.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. LaTourette.

Mr. WaAxMAN. I would like to ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman, Mr. Huang, be able to respond to those statements.

Mr. SHAYS. I'll go through. He’ll have time. I'm going to have 5
minutes. I'm not going to ask you for 5 minutes and be at your
mercy.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. LaTourette.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I was going to say
sadly I have to return to Ohio pretty directly. I am on very strict
orders to pick up two Britney Spears Barbies and something called
Wrestle Mania 2000.

I was going to say—before this recent brouhaha, I was going to
commend all of our colleagues for the last 2%2 days. I've been on
this committee since I was elected in 1994, and from my perspec-
tive—and maybe I'm just a dope, but from my perspective, I
thought this was one of the best hearings we’ve ever had in this
committee.

I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I want to thank Mr.
Waxman for the courtesy he’s extended to me and the Members on
this side until, again, this recent brouhaha.

I also want to make an observation about the staff, and this is
the best prepared I've ever been for a hearing and the materials
that the staff on the Republican side have prepared for this hear-
ing are exceptional. And I hope you give them all raises and
Christmas off and everything else.

I'm sure—I've seen Mr. Waxman’s staff run to him with notes
and things too. I'm sure they’ve done an excellent job too.

During the break, I was talking to some of the staff and some
of your staff didn’t get to go home for Thanksgiving because they
were preparing for this hearing. I want to commend them publicly
for the materials they put together because I think it’s swell.

Mr. Huang, it’s a long time since anybody talked to you, and this
will be the last opportunity I have to chat with you.

Mr. HUANG. Thank you.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I want to tell you last night I couldn’t sleep so
I watched the replay of the hearing yesterday. That is one of the
sad things about being in Congress. You like to watch C—SPAN
more than most people. A couple of things occurred to me. It helped
to refresh my memory of what happened at yesterday’s hearing. I
think—I'm not going to make a wild accusation but I come away
from this hearing with a pretty clear indication that in the years
1992 and 1993 you were in essence a bag man for the Riady family
to make illegal contributions to primarily Democratic campaigns. I
know Mr. Waxman brought up the fact that you contributed to a
couple of Republican Senators. Basically that’s what you did. And
you are asking us to believe that even though you weren’t caught
yet, even though you weren’t prosecuted yet, in the 1996 cycle, the
same kind of conduct was going on and I'll take you at your word
that you were no longer knowingly engaged in the conduit con-
tributions. I think the evidence before the committee is in 1996
maybe Charlie Trie took your place as the bag man for the Riady
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family to give illegal contributions to Democratic candidates both
nationally and locally.

The one comment I would say to the distinguished ranking mem-
ber, I think it’s disgusting that either Republican or Democrat
State parties would receive illegal campaign contributions. I don’t
know how it is in California. In Ohio we have county commis-
sioners. I think you have county supervisors maybe. But we had a
race in my home county. It was decided by 80 votes and to think
that Pauline Kanchanalak selected the county commissioner of the
town where I live is disgusting to me. I would think it would both-
er Mr. Waxman if an illegal Republican contribution picked his
county supervisor. I think that’s disgusting and I think we have to
do something to change it.

I want to go through some matters after this scandal broke and
talk to you about some entries in your diary and then, as I said,
I'll be done and I thank you and your lawyers for the courtesies
you've extended to me. If you could go to exhibit 525, it is a page
from your diary from early October 1996 and it is after the news
stories about your fundraising had begun. On the left side of the
page your notes say the way I'm able to decipher them, “principal
not to talk, President, First Lady, Vice President, call these peo-
ple.” Do you see that on the exhibit, sir? Do you find that on the
exhibit?

[Exhibit 525 follows:]
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Mr. HUANG. I do find it, Congressman.

Mr. LATOURETTE. This is your diary and that’s your handwriting
and you wrote that sometime in 1996, right?

Mr. HUANG. It was my writing, yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Could you tell us, what does that mean?

Mr. HUANG. Congressman, I don’t at this moment.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I want to make—does it mean, however—I un-
derstand you said you don’t know what it means. When I saw it,
to me it sounded like somebody told you not to talk or not to an-
swer questions in response to inquiries on this particular matter,
the fundraising scandal. Does it mean that or you just don’t know?

Mr. HUANG. It well could be that way. The reason is because the
media has been calling me, I recall, so I was not supposed to talk
to media directly. That might be the case.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Would that have been at the advice of your
lawyers or at the advice of someone else?

Mr. HuANG. The advice of just basically DNC’s policy, the person
handling all the communications. I was not the person to do that.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I'm wondering if I could ask unanimous con-
sent for 5 more minutes, if anyone has a problem with that? Is that
OK with you, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. BURTON. I'm next. What I would be happy to do is to yield
to you my time.

Mr. WAXMAN. I have no objection to giving the gentleman 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BURTON. We're going to stay with the 5-minute rule from
now on. I yield you my time, 5 minutes for right now.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank you. I have two other exhibits I want
to talk to you about. 532 is a page from your diary dated October
21, 1996, and it indicates that you received a call from an individ-
ual by the name of Ernie Green. Do you have any recollection today
why Ernie Green contacted you by telephone on October 217

[Exhibit 532 follows:]
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Mr. HUANG. Is this on the left-hand side, sir or right-hand side?
We found it. Basically that was a message, I think.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Maybe. I'm asking you did Ernie Green call
you on October 21 and did you know why and specifically——

Mr. HUANG. The note indicating I took the voice message. I just
took it by time, who call me, say 6:22, 7:22 who called, what’s the
words. Basically the message, not necessarily a conversation I had
with him.

Mr. LATOURETTE. The last document I want to ask you about is
exhibit 537 and it’s a travel reimbursement that you submitted to
the Democratic National Committee. And it has some words on it
that intrigued me again. It says that you traveled between October
11th and October 15, 1996. Under purpose, the purpose of the trav-
el it says stayed away from D.C. That’s an interesting purpose.
Were you directed by the Democratic National Committee to stay
away from the District of Columbia in October 19967

[Exhibit 537 follows:]
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Mr. HuaNG. Congressman, perhaps that was the situation, was
to stay away from DC, because a lot of media is coming over. I
don’t specifically recall right now I returned home back to L.A. to
do what and to get material. I don’t know what kind of material
I was getting.

Mr. LATOURETTE. That’s the second notation. Again this is a
form that you would have submitted to the Democratic National
Committee to be reimbursed for an E ticket to go to Los Angeles
and the stated purpose that you put, you didn’t say you were trav-
eling to raise money, visit friends, do party building activities. You
wrote that the purpose of this trip was to stay away from the Dis-
trict of Columbia and apparently folks at the Democratic—did you
get reimbursed for this? Did they pay you for the E ticket that you
took out to Los Angeles?

Mr. HUANG. The answer probably is no because I still have a lot
of expenses being unpaid by DNC.

Mr. LATOURETTE. But the fact of the matter is that you felt it
was appropriate to request reimbursement when the stated pur-
pose of a trip to Los Angeles was to stay out of Dodge, basically
stay out of the District of Columbia after a series of stories had
broken questioning your involvement of fundraising for the 1996
Presidential race. Is that a fair statement?

Mr. HUANG. That is a fair statement.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Last thing and I truly promise I'll be done. You
took a trip to Taiwan in 1996, did you not?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, during the—I believe May 1996.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And in particular, if you want to look it up, it’s
exhibit 436, it indicates you were traveling between May 17th and
23, 1996. Did you ask permission from the Democratic National
Committee before you traveled to Taiwan?

Mr. Huang. I did.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Did you indicate what the purpose of traveling
to Taiwan on Democratic National Committee business was?

Mr. HUANG. Potential looking for—potential the donors.

Mr. LATOURETTE. You went to a foreign country to look for do-
nors to the Democratic National Committee?

Mr. HUANG. Let me explain to that.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I'd like to know.

Mr. HUANG. There are a lot of people having various residencies
although they have a legal status versus citizenships or green card
holder. They're traveling back and forth. Their business over there,
their business over here more or less is to see what is possibility
on that. Now, this is basically spur out on the information that at
that time the Republican side Mr. Barbour indicating he made
trips over to Asia and some people mentioned to me he might have
been receiving some contributions for the trips to raise a few hun-
dred thousand dollars. So I was just making an attempt scouting
around at that time.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Are you saying someone mentioned to you that
Haley Barbour might have gone over to Taiwan and was raising
money so you thought you could go over to Taiwan and see if you
could do the same thing for the Democrats.
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Mr. HUANG. It was not Taiwan. He was making trips to Asia.
There were a lot of Democrats living abroad or Republicans living
abroad, things of that nature.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I understand that. I think the only comment
I would make because we are talking about Pauline Kanchanalak
before. You thought in 1992 she could contribute and was a citizen
but she wasn’t. She wasn’t. Her contributions were illegal. I'm just
wondering about the propriety of going over to a foreign country.
I mean, would you ask these people? I mean, OK, Mr. Jones, I'm
meeting you in Taiwan. Do you have a green card? Are you
temporarily:

Mr. HUANG. I would do that, yes. Those things I would do.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I want to believe you but I doubt it.

Mr. HuaNG. I also knew some of the people were U.S. citizens.
Congressman, later on there was a fundraising event related to
that fact, sir.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WAXMAN. I'd be pleased to yield time to Mr. LaTourette if
he has any other issues he wants to pursue.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I'm done and I appreciate your courtesy.

Mr. BURTON. It’s your time, Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WAXMAN. I want to say to Mr. LaTourette, I want to express
to him my appreciation for his professionalism and the way he’s
handled these hearings and since he’s indicated to us he has to
leave, I want to wish him a Merry Christmas.

I want to just go back to these inflammatory allegations of espio-
nage relating to Mr. Huang. Yesterday I played a videotape of Rep-
resentative Solomon, who on national television stated that there
were electronic intercepts showing that Mr. Huang passed classi-
fied information to Lippo. I then introduced the FBI 302s, which
are the FBI interviews, with Mr. Solomon where he admitted that
this sensational allegation was based on a piece of unsubstantiated
gossip that he had heard from a stranger at a cocktail party. Some
of my colleagues then suggested that even though Representative
Solomon’s accusation was baseless, there may still be grounds for
suspecting that Mr. Huang was indeed a spy. The chairman indi-
cated his belief that closed door hearings might turn up grounds
for suspecting Mr. Huang engaged in espionage. And I gather, ac-
cording to Mr. Shays, if we asked these questions of Mr. Huang in
secret so the public couldn’t see what was going on in this inquisi-
tion, that we could get statements from Mr. Huang that he
wouldn’t give in public. I find that hard to believe. I think the pub-
lic ought to see what an American citizen such as Mr. Huang is
being subjected to for 3 days.

The record demonstrates, however, that these allegations that
Mr. Huang committed espionage have been investigated. They have
been investigated and they have been determined to be groundless.
In its plea bargain agreement with Mr. Huang, the Justice Depart-
ment stated, “that it is not currently aware of evidence which
would support any charges of violations of the national security or
espionage statutes.” David Vicinanzo, head of the campaign financ-
ing task force, reaffirmed in a May 1999 letter to Mr. Huang’s at-
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torney “the lack of evidence that Mr. Huang has engaged in other
illegal conduct.”

Treason is an incredibly serious charge and I'd like to politely
suggest to my colleagues that unless and until we find evidence of
espionage that is a little stronger than cocktail party gossip, that
we ought not to be throwing them out there in the public domain.
We ought to be treading carefully. Mr. Huang has suffered through
enough, it seems to me, from unsubstantiated and sensational ac-
cusations.

Mr. Huang, Mr. Shays made a whole big speech. He talked about
this Cox report which I think you were questioned extensively
about yesterday. You weren’t even given a chance to make any
comments. Do you want to say anything more to these people that
are throwing these charges that maybe there is still some possibil-
ity that you’ve been engaged in espionage? And while you're talk-
ing to your attorneys, let me point out that what I just read was
the conclusion of the Justice Department of the Government of the
United States. They have all the facts. They've had all the evi-
dence. They've been able to talk to all the relevant people and
they’ve reached this conclusion that there’s just no evidence to
make this kind of accusation against Mr. Huang.

It seems to me at some point the press ought to report that fact
and that Members ought to finally accept it until they know some-
tﬁing?more to raise it again. Mr. Huang, do you want to say any-
thing?

Mr. HUANG. First of all, let me say I'd like to thank Congress-
man Shays yesterday that passed along this copy to me. This is the
first time I've had an opportunity to read that. Certainly I don’t
understand what Mr. Shays actually making an allegation against
me yet, but certainly I'm here trying to help out clear it up. In the
past apparently through my attorney and also reading certain
things the law enforcement that made the investigation basically
they find out—didn’t find anything on me on that basis. But I'd
like to—I didn’t even ask my attorneys’ consent. I'd really like to
take an opportunity to say a few things on a general term basis.
I am an immigrant like any other immigrant coming to this coun-
try to either suffer from political pressures from the overseas or the
home country or they are seeking for a better economy opportuni-
ties here. Back to 1969 I came over here for graduate schools. At
lowest point of time I only have about $20 in my pocket and I real-
ly appreciate the opportunity that this country has afforded me like
many other immigrants in my category to be able to make some-
thing and have a family, a decent profession. Given the nature I
understand about human being, we all want to be grateful trying
to reciprocate certain things for whatever we got. So deep down in
our heart we all want to have opportunity to reciprocate either to
society to the degree of our ability. So we have large opportunities,
large ability, we want to do more, the less we do less. It varies
from people to people. So the last thing we want to hurt the coun-
try who offered the opportunity to us, will grant us the opportunity
for us to prosper.

I believe that’s the same intention I have. As I grow, being pros-
per, I try to give a little more back. That was my full intention.
So I just want to make the statement I really did not have any in-
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tention to be disloyal to somebody’s been nice to me. I always want
to reciprocate. I might have made mistakes along the way but that
was never my intention.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Shays.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you. Mr. Huang, Jerry Solomon isn’t a mem-
ber of this committee and he’s no longer a Member of Congress and
I am very uncomfortable with any of the allegations he made, espe-
cially given how they were made. As one Member of Congress, just
as one Member of Congress, I really feel for you and as a Member
of this institution, I would apologize to you for what Mr. Solomon
said if it was based on the accusations that were made. But I
wouldn’t even think of asking questions based on what Mr. Solo-
mon suggested. I want to ask questions but evidently my colleague
on the other side of the aisle wants to give you that impression,
and it’s not and I thank you for pointing out that I did give you
the report the day before. The Cox report was bipartisan. It wasn’t
partisan. In fact, they left things out of the report if they couldn’t
make it bipartisan. So everything in here was agreed to by my
party and Mr. Waxman’s party and these are honorable people on
both sides.

Now, I will say to you that I went up to look at anything else
that might include you and I want to say to you there’s not much
more there than is here so in that part of it, I don’t even want to
give you the impression that I know something there that doesn’t
exist here, to be fair to you. But even here it’s pretty significant
and I think there can be answers to everyone and so I don’t make
the assumption because I ask these questions you're going to some-
how be proven to have been a spy or in fact even been proven to
have foolishly given information you shouldn’t have.

There may be some gray areas that you and I will have some dis-
agreement on, but first I want to understand that you did work for
the Riadys before you worked as—for the Commerce Department
and you worked for them after you worked for the DNC—excuse
me, you received some payments after you worked for the DNC but
you have maintained a contact with the Riadys that starts in 1985
and continues to this day. You are friends. They are friends to you.

This is true, is it not?

Mr. HUANG. Basically it’s true but the contacts in the last few
years are very, very sparse, but however there was contacts, as Mr.
Chairman asked me yesterday.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you. Now, is there anything that you want to
respond to based on what I read to start?

Mr. HUANG. Is it possible, Congressman Shays, yesterday Chair-
man Burton gave a copy of the various faxes, phone calls that I
made in Steven’s office, whether that can be put on the screen or
something like that. Is it possible?

Mr. BURTON. Do we have copies of the faxes and the list of
things? There we have it right there.

Mr. SHAYS. It’s not really going to help you much.

Mr. BURTON. Take a copy down to him, please.

Mr. HUANG. First of all, I can explain this fax first if I may.
Looking at the fax it’s very interesting on 10, 18, there are prob-
ably 18 other faxes showing on this sheet here and I sort of believe
that was a bad transmission. It was relayed as only one. Couldn’t
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get it through, getting, get it through, couldn’t get it through,
again, again, again, again. There was a similar situation it looks
to me like October 5 there was about five of them also sent out on
a similar pattern so that would not be treated, in my personal opin-
ion should not be treated as how many transmission you send. It
would be counted on how many faxes was sent on that basis. That
was trying to explain.

Now, my best recollection, those faxes sent over to Hong Kong,
to Indonesia was not really my—was not mine. I will not deny the
fact I used the office making phone calls to Lippo Bank, California,
in Los Angeles. That one I definitely say yes on that. But certainly
I don’t recall I made—my understanding of the faxes is to Lippo
Bank or not but certainly in more specific about those to Hong
Kong, Indonesia, most likely is not related to me.

Mr. SHAYS. I'll come back to you.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Cummings.

Mr. CuMMINGS. Thank you very much. Let me ask you, going
back for a moment to the $50,000 Hip Hing contribution, when you
decided to make the Hip Hing $50,000 contribution, you thought
that was legal?

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. CUMMINGS. What did you base that on?

Mr. HUANG. As I reported to you, Congressman, earlier, No. 1 is
U.S. entity, although it’s a sub of the foreign entity, but the U.S.
entity has a U.S. revenue that led me to make decision Hip Hing
could make contribution.

Mr. CuMMINGS. Now, did you ever have a conversation with Mr.
Riady where you discussed ways to violate campaign laws?

Mr. HUANG. Congressman, it was not in the terms that you raise,
but we did talk about how to raise money, identify the people who
are eligible, green card holder of citizenship among the executives,
and also talked about being reimbursed later on by myself, myself
as a contribution, and also I had occasion to obtain some bank ac-
counts, at least one from the executives.

Mr. CuMMINGS. I am going to go back to one thing just very

uickly. When you were discussing the $1 million commitment, the
%1 million commitment now for contributions, did you ever discuss
with Mr. Riady that the reimbursement for political contributions
might be illegal?

Mr. HUANG. The reimbursement issue was never explicitly dis-
cussed. As I reported to you earlier in your earlier questions, I sort
of sensed that whoever made it probably would be taken care of.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Is that what you told the FBI?

Mr. HUANG. I believe I did.

Mr. CuMMINGS. I was very moved by the comments that you
made a little bit earlier about how you felt about this country and
not wanting to do anything to hurt it. I notice that in the report,
in the Cox report, it talks about how you did not want your clear-
ance status increased. Was there a specific reason for that? In
other words, your secret clearance, things classified so you could
see certain types of classified information, you didn’t seem to be too
anxious to have it increased. Was there any reason for that?

Mr. HUANG. Congressman, as of this day, I don’t even know what
level is clearance. To be very truthful, I didn’t know. In order to
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do my job, whether I had a clearance or not, it’s not really that im-
portant to me. I was working for the Assistant Secretary in my job.
I think it was basically through his efforts trying to get me the
clearance. It really did not matter to me at all.

Mr. CuMMINGS. Looking back on your experience at Commerce
and what you have been through so far, how do you feel today?

Mr. HUANG. When I was in Commerce?

Mr. CUMMINGS. Yes.

Mr. HUANG. I really underestimated the culture of this town. It
is very political and very territorial, so it was constantly a battle
trying to gain either more territory or gain more visibility maybe,
responsibility toward that part.

I really have misgivings about a lot of political appointees, be-
cause their staying in a job was only a short-term basis. Maybe
coming to work in Washington, DC, they are trying to gain as
much as they can in a short period of time and they went on for
the next level of career. So apparently the responsibility or the title
which translated into the territory later on might be very, very im-
portant to some of these people. So without any doubt, during my
tenure in the Commerce Department, and I got caught in between
those kinds of conflicts.

For instance, my Assistant Secretary would not refuse to attend
somebody’s briefing, somebody’s meeting, but I was assistant to my
Assistant Secretary, but my unit has to be represented. So most of
the time I got that job. So whatever briefing, some of the articles
talking about—I attended so many briefings or meetings relating
to China or other places, that was through that kind of format. Be-
cause somebody had to be there to represent. Otherwise, nobody
went over from my unit, then our unit would be criticized on that.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman’s time has expired. I will now take
my time.

Hip Hing Holdings contributed $50,000 in August 1992. The con-
tribution was reimbursed by Lippo. Was that reimbursement legal?

Mr. HUANG. It was not.

Mr. BURTON. It was not legal. Were you aware of that?

Mr. HUANG. At that time, I was not.

Mr. BURTON. You were not aware of that?

Mr. HUANG. No, I was not—remember, Mr. Chairman, there was
an exhibit showing me—there was a reimbursement request with
my name on it, John Huang, and then another person’s name. My
name was there. I take responsibility on that, although the request
for reimbursement——

Mr. BURTON. It was corporate money coming from the Lippo
Group in Indonesia to reimburse the Hip Hing Holdings?

Mr. HUANG. For various expenses.

Mr. BURTON. I have the wire that you sent to Mrs. Ong Bwee
Eng for the money.

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. BUrTON. All right. I just wanted to make sure that that was
clear, that it was illegal. It did come from Indonesia. It was reim-
bursed to Hip Hing, which didn’t have a great deal of money at
that time as I understand it.

Mr. HuANG. Hip Hing was not—it was a relatively slow loan, yes.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Shays, I yield to you.
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Mr. SHAYS. I thank you.

Mr. Huang, we left with you having a number of phone calls to
the Lippo Bank. We have down 232 while you were at Commerce.
I'm l1{1nclear as to why you would be in contact with the Lippo
Bank.

Mr. HUANG. First of all, Congressman Shays, I'm not sure I real-
ly had a contact with the Lippo Bank 232 times.

Mr. SHAYS. We will stipulate that, but it was a large number of
times. But you're not agreeing necessarily that it was all 232.

Mr. HUANG. I'm trying to explain to you how the number is com-
ing up. Actually, in an ordinary situation, if I am going to call Con-
gressman Shays, I guarantee you I would not get you the first
time. Probably the call is going to come back to me, may not get
to me, which likely happened in ordinary courses. That’s why I'm
saying the real conversation may not be that much.

Mr. SHAYS. Fair enough.

Mr. HUANG. Now, I do not remember specifically each conversa-
tion, but I will give you roughly the categories what those con-
versations fall into, and I'm going to report to you on that basis.

As you know very well, I left Lippo on July 14 or 15, that week-
end, on Friday. I immediately came on board on the 18th, that
Monday. As Mr. Chairman was mentioning yesterday, at the end
of June, after the 26th, I traveled overseas, following my civic duty,
and went to Taiwan. Also more importantly, on a personal basis,
I even missed my nephew’s wedding 1 day. By the time I came
back, I really did not have the time to inform a lot of people that
I was leaving.

So category No. 1 is a lot of people would send messages to my
old office. There was mail still coming over there. That is the cat-
egory on that.

The second thing is included in that category. People say, there’s
something coming in. I don’t understand, John, how to handle
those things. So that’s one category.

The second category would be I have been in that institution for
a few years, so a lot of people were employed under me prior to
that. They are still working over there, even though I was gone. A
few of the people, they met with career problems because they were
dealing with a new management, a different management. They
were asking me what to do. They had frustration. That involved
some career consultation on that basis. That’s one category.

It is interesting, the third category is the clients also come in.
They were dealing with different people, saying we were doing
things differently previously. Now everything is changing. What
should I do? They thought I might be able to help on that basis.
That is one.

The fourth category was a situation, as you know, in running a
financial institution. Today you have a loan situation, it doesn’t
guarantee the loan is going to stay forever good because economic
conditions change, that loan becomes relatively slow being paid, be-
comes delinquent or sometimes you cannot even collect it, you want
to look for somebody.

So, basically, the bank was in the Chinese American community.
A lot of them were Chinese. It might have been coming from Hong
Kong or Taiwan. So the new CEO or new loan officer is going to
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ask me, do you know this person when you worked there before?
Do you know how to handle this and what would be the proper way
to handle that? If they are slow for 90 days, should we take legal
action against them or how do we handle that? Some were situa-
tions like that.

The fifth category is the more personal one. There is a colleague
of mine called Tanyu Yen, Y-e-n, who used to work with me in
Hong Kong in the international department. When I came over to
Lippo Los Angeles, I would sort of pull him in with me to establish
all the rules and procedures of the international problem for the
bank. He and his wife has one only daughter, has apparently
Downs Syndrome status. By having him and his family come over
to work in the United States, we sort of made a commitment to let
him have immigration status in the United States done.

Because of the Downs Syndrome situation for the daughter, she
had already passed the age of 21—in fact, right now she is close
to 30 something already—at that time, Mr. Yen and Mrs. Yen were
able to get the green card status but the daughter could not be-
cause of the law saying you have not underage children, already
over the time. At that period of time, the immigration law was in
the midst of changing, at least there was some sentiment to
change, because there were so many immigrants coming into the
United States.

They were very, very concerned, especially Mrs. Yen. She always
has a little nervous—nervous breakdown type of situation, some-
times would be hyped up and very nervous, so worried about the
daughter, in the event she could not get—although the parents got
it already—would be sent back to Hong Kong.

I was in Hong Kong and also working with various Senators be-
fore. By making the contributions, I know some of the people. I
took on the job and made quite a few phone calls. For instance, you
might find my phone records, Ms. Nancy Chen, who used to be as-
sistant to Senator Paul Simon, who has responsibility for immigra-
tion.

Mr. SHAYS. In my next round, I'll ask you about the other calls.
Thank you.

Mr. HuaNG. Essentially, if I can summarize on that, I would not
rule out a situation. Occasionally, I may call some people and say
how you doing, things like that. Never the case of saying, today I
got a briefing. Here is information on a past deal. Would you relay
this to somebody? It never happened that way.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am going to yield my time to Mr.
Shays, but before he starts with his questions, could we give Mr.
Huang and his lawyers a break?

Mr. BURTON. I think it is close to lunchtime. Let’s just break
here for about 30 minutes, and that will give you time to grab a
sandwich or something if you so choose. And we will be back here
just about 5 after 12.

The committee stands in recess.

[Recess.]

Mr. BURTON. The committee will reconvene.

Mr. Waxman.

Mr. Waxman passes.
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Mr. Shays.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Huang, I'm going to have a number of questions.
I'm just going to kind of go through questions relating to your expe-
rience at Commerce. I don’t know if they will require long re-
sponses. I will come back later to some of the security issues, so
you will get a chance to kind of respond to everything that was in
the report. But let me do that.

Except, excuse me, we did need to just conclude the issue of—
you had responded to Lippo, but would you respond to the—and
the 29 calls or faxes, your point to me is that some of those may
have been resubmitted. You're trying to tell us—you’re not trying
to tell us, you are telling us that some of the 29 calls or faxes to
Lippo headquarters in Jakarta were potentially repeats.

Mr. HUANG. It could be.

Mr. SHAYS. You had 61 contacts with a Lippo consultant Maeley
Tom or 72 calls to Lippo joint venture partner Joseph Giroir. Can
you explain your contacts with Maeley Tom and to Joseph Giroir?

Mr. HuANG. Yes. Maeley Tom, basically—she is a community
leader based in California in our Asian American community. I re-
spect her a lot. A lot of the political sites of wisdom or community
affairs, I resort to her. She and I probably have a lot of phone calls
basically on those subjects alone.

Something again I will reiterate about the number of phone calls,
Congressman Shays, you will understand may not be exactly equal
to the number of actual conversations.

Mr. SHAYS. I do understand that, and the record notes it.

Let me ask you questions since it relates to your seeking employ-
ment at Commerce and we’re going to kind of go through that.

Mr. HuanG. OK.

Mr;) SHAYS. Did James Riady urge you to work for the govern-
ment?

Mr. HuaNG. He did not. Virtually that was my initiation and
with the urging of my community. Mr. Riady would not object that
I would go.

Mr. SHAYS. Could we be a little tighter on this? Could you think
a second before you respond? Because it is our sense that the task
force at Justice had the impression that he was encouraging you
to apply to some government departments. I don’t want to split
hairs with you. I'm not saying just Commerce, but didn’t he encour-
age you to work:

Mr. HUANG. In various areas. Various areas would be interest-
ing.
Again, I plead innocent to government-related jobs, never having
worked in the American government before. You more or less just
pull out the phone book, see what might be the area you might be
able to fit.

Mr. SHAYS. We've all done that for constituents. So you had dia-
log with Mr. Riady about that?

Mr. HUANG. Why?

Mr. SHAYS. No. You did have dialog, conversation with Mr.
Riady.

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. SHAYS. Did Mr. James Riady encourage you to look into any
jobs at certain agencies?
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Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. SHAYS. What particular agencies did he encourage you to
look into?

Mr. HUANG. If I remember, there are little notes I drafted, sent
it to the State Department, relating to Asian affairs.

Mr. SHAYS. Did James Riady suggest to you that you work at the
National Security Council?

Mr. HUANG. That would be one of a list I was going to report to
you, anyway.

Mr. SHAYS. At that time did you know what the National Secu-
rity Council was?

Mr. HUANG. It was not really that clear, but certainly I do now.

M;" SHAYS. Why didn’t you ask Riady? Did you ask him what it
was?

Mr. HUANG. I did not know exactly what he meant. He had an
idea it was some policy-related stuff, advising the President.

Mr. SHAYS. Did Riady explain why he thought you were qualified
to work at the National Security Council?

Mr. HUANG. He didn’t say that, but deep down in my heart, prob-
ably I would not get that kind of job anyway myself.

Mr. SHAYS. Did Riady also suggest that you should apply to the
Department of State and your answer was yes?

Mr. HUANG. That’s right. That was one on the list, I believe.

Mr. SHAYS. Did he explain why you should look at the Depart-
ment of State?

Mr. HUANG. Basically because of my background in Asia.

Mr. SHAYS. Did you keep James Riady updated on the progress
of your appointment process?

Mr. HUANG. I could directly answer by saying yes, but it was not
really with frequency. I think the memo indicated——

Mr. SHAYS. So it wasn’t a recurring update, but periodically you
would update him?

Mr. HUANG. There was some conversation on that, yes.

Mr. SHAYS. You stated in your task force interview, according to
our information, that James Riady was a bit naive about any bene-
fit that he might obtain by your working at the Department of
Commerce.

What benefit did Riady believe that he would get by your work-
ing at the Department of Commerce?

Mr. HuaNG. Congressman, I think the focus may not even be
narrowed to the Commerce, because our original intention was not
only to go to Commerce or State or NSC.

Mr. SHAYS. Then we won’t limit it to Commerce. Your sense is
that he thought it would be beneficial to him that you work in gov-
ernment. Explain to me what that would be.

Mr. HUANG. I believe what I was saying, the naive portion is in
getting that kind of job.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, can you yield me your time?

Mr. BURTON. I will yield you my time.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you. I will be a little clearer.

He obviously thought it would be of benefit, and what do you
think he thought the benefit would be?

Mr. HuaNG. My thinking is that because Lippo’s base is in Asia,
because I can get those kind of jobs relating to Asia and Pacific af-
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fairs. So some of the things would be easier, he might be able to
get some information on that.

Mr. SHAYS. Fair enough.

Why do you say that he was naive?

Mr. HUANG. No. 1, the information from me, it is going to be
naive. I cannot really freely, if I took the job, I could not get the
information.

Mr. SHAYS. So your sense is he had a sense that you would be
able to be helpful to him in a way that you felt you couldn’t be?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Now, let me inject one more point that probably would be impor-
tant. I would have to sense that he would have to tell people in
that part of the world that there is somebody used to working with
Lippo now is in the government. That would make him look dif-
ferent.

Mr. SHAYS. Fair enough.

I would like to have exhibit 153 put up. For the attorneys, it is
exhibit 153.

This is a letter from Maeley Tom to John Emerson who worked
at the White House Office of Presidential Personnel that rec-
ommends you for an appointment.

Now it 1s going to be not the first page, I'm going to ask you to
turn to page 6. You will see it in the top right corner, page 6.
That’s where she talks about you. I will note, while it is still up
there, and this may sound like a cheap shot, but we all in govern-
ment have to be concerned about it.

This is a letter from—the State of Connecticut stationery, State
of California. It is the Senate. It’s David Roberti who is President
pro tem pore and Maeley Tom is his administrative director and
she is talking blatant politics in her letter, recommending various
people, why they would be good for the Democratic party and why
it would be good to have Asians work. Not a letter that Repub-
licans wouldn’t write and I hope to gosh they would write, but on
the President pro tem stationery.

The first two sentences, “John Huang, Executive Vice President
of Lippo Bank, is the political power that advises the Riady family
on issues and where to make contributions. They invested heavily
in the Clinton campaign.”

That again isn’t a statement that you wouldn’t see in some Re-
publican letters, too, but “invested heavily in the Clinton cam-
paign” is why I want to clean up campaign finance reform.

And then it says, “John is the Riady family’s top priority for
placement because he is like one of their own.” Do you think this
is an accurate description of you?

[Exhibit 153 follows:]
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA W,g
SENATE d-//‘

SACRAMENTO, CALFORNIA 35814 ©

DAVID ROBERTI .
FRESIDENT PR TEMPORE February 17, 1993

4 ‘/
MAELEY TOM (}/

ADMINIS TRATIVE DIRECTOR

Mr. John Emerson
Deputy Assistant to the President
and Dep. Dir. of Pres. Personnel
01d Executive 0ffice Building, Room 151
Washington, DC 20500

" Dear John:

First, congratulations on your new assignment. If you should
decide to stay in D.C., it will be California‘s loss. Thank you
for inviting my thoughts ragarding the appointments of Asian
Pacific Americans (APA) to critical positions in the Clinton :..
Administration. As colleagues long involved in california
politics, you are aware that Asian Americans are the second
largest minority group im California. As the new immigrants (7
out of 10) gain citizen status and register to vote, I foresee
them playing a far more critical role in future elections.
However, I am a political realist too and understand how our
community is seen by the establishment . . . ocur loyalties are
split between two parties and we have not maximized our political
strength at the polls (Although the methodology of polling Asian
- voters has proven to be inaccurate. More about this later.)
However, it is for the above reasons that I appeal to you,
President Clinton, Bruce Lindsey and David Wilhelm, as to why we
must use this window of opportunity to cultivate (recrult) this
community’s loyalty by demonstrating that the true party of
inclusion is the Democratic Party. The Republicans have done an
excellent recruiting job with their Asians symbolic window
dressing appointments coupled:with a magnificent public relations
~and outreach program masterminded by the late Lee Atwater. But,
Cclinton‘s promise of change, his respect for .diversity and
inclusion has awakened the democratic spirit of a community that
is literally "up for grabs." Most of the Asians who are
Republicans have not had a long encugh history with the party to

be entrenched.
2 number of Asians from the "inside Washington network" have

received White House appointments (which, by the way, should be
These eminently qualified Asians are

better publicized). ;-
relatively unknown to the general community groups on the putsice
(grassroots, civil rights, business and education groups) that
make up the national APA voting population.
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While I applaud the above appointments, I am concerned that the
dedicated APA notables who have gained recognition not only for
their achievement but, for their contributions to the community’s
welfare will not be recognized because they are not "inside
players."™ John, this is a big mistake in light of the fact that
this community has a limited number of Asian role models
representing the Democratic Party in the first place. Now is the
time for the party to utilize these APA democratic leaders by
giving them key policy positions in areas where they carry the
greatest influence. In turn, these appointees can help carry the
party message with their respective networks thus giving Clinton a
ready made network of Asians to support his effort in 1996. This
community is starving to be reccgnized and included. It does not
have a long history of political involvement. But, if this --
Administration can send out the message that they are Jjust as
important as other minority.groups, we can dominate this
community.

Wwith this in mind, John, I have given you a list of candidates who
meet the criteria I just discussed.

List of Recommendations

The first two on my list are almost "musts" and I am extremely
confident that you will receive the same reaction from
Congressmembers Mineta and Matsui. In fact, you know both. of
these candidates. (ALl of these candidates have their portfolios

in the resume system.)

Ron Wakabayashi, current Executive Director of L.A. Human Rights
Commission, under Mayor Tom Bradley, is on the short list for the
EEOC. Ron is an individual who brings to you a rare combination
of political skills, community leadership and national recognition
as a civil rights leader. He started with the community by
helping to establish one of the most successful Asian drug abuse
prevention programs in the country. Early on, he understood the
value of political involvement which proved invaluable when he
became Natisnal Executive Director of the Japanese American
Citizens League (JACL). It was during his administration that
JACL came to the forefront as one of the first Asian advocacy
groups in the country. Ron played a major role in helping to
spearhead the successful passage of redress.

EQP 052764
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His work as a coalition builder gained him the trust and respact
of all Asian Pacific groups so that he emerged as a national
spokesperson for the entire community which is no easy task. His
role as a consansus builder helped him build bridges with other
civil rights groups (Latinos, African Americans, Jewish groups,
gay/lesbian organizations and the disabled). Therefore, .with
Ron‘s appointment, the Administration benefits from his national

base.

The best thing about Ron is that he is a die-hard Democrat. We
worked together on the Dukakis California campaign where Ron
became a field deputy director under Larry Tamatcla. “-He
understands politics-and advises both Speaker Brown and President
pro Tem David Roberti on civil richts issues. His appointment
alone will symbolize the sincerity of this Administration to --
recognize and include the "best ard the brightest" among our
community. His appointment to the EEOC will not only be applauded
by the APA and the State of Califormia, it will be universally
welcamed by all the communities who have fought side by side with
Ron for egqual treatment for all. He’s that good. By the way, I
was horrified to hear that Joy Cherian is being considered for
reappointment to EEOC. He bas never helped Asian Pacific
Democrats and his reappointment would be a slap in the face to us
Asian Democrats who have worked for the party for decades with no

rewards.

Melinda Yee is currently being considered for a White House post.
In the meantime, she is continuing her work with White House
personnel. Her appointment is extremely important symbolically to
the national APA political and community network because she alone
has been the link betweer the community and the Democratic Party
for the past three yéars. .This one-woman army has been in the
trenches, raising dollars, mobilizing Asian voters registration
and GOTV and carrying the party line all around the country when
the Republicans were in power. It was no easy task, but Melinda
has done a remarkable job converting APA to the Democratic Party
and fighting against Bush appointees such as Elaine Chao, Clayton
Fong, Sichan Siv, etc., etc. Her one appointment will ease sone
of the impatience and disgruntleness with the community naticnglly
Lecause there iz a sense that Melinda is being bypassed by inside
Asian politicos who have been invisible in the community.
Unfeortunately, this sends out the message that political
participation and activism has no rewards in the political syster
and yet the community base 1s where we gat our votes and dollars.
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You get three for cne with Melinda. She is considered a sa
political insider due to her experience as the chief lobbyist for
the National Organizaticn of Chinese Americans in D.C. as well as
her experience as Director of Constituencies for the DNC. Her
work with community and political activists gives her a tremendous
following with APA Democrats on the outside. Her work with
Cclinton and the APA community brought tremendous pride to the
community due to her visibility. She is bright, talented and has
a lot of potential. Her one appointment will have an immediate
effect on pacifying the disgruntleness that currently exists with
the community. It needs to be done soon.

""Gther.List of Recommendations

(I am most familiar with our talent in California) Positions are
listed in alpha order, not priority order.

Henry Der is seeking Director of Peace Corps. His background is
similar to Wakabayashi. Executive Director of Chinese for
Affirmative Action in San Francisco, California, he gained
naticnal prominence as the Asian spokesperson against
discriminatory university admission practices against Asians.

Very instrumental in mobilizing bilingual Asian voters and helped 7
design voter registration material. Has served in the Peace Corps
and is extremely well known within California civil rights
community. Probably the most visible and highly respected Asian
advocate among the Chinese American community nationally. 2
review of his credentials will speak for themselves. Elaine Chao
(Bush appointee to the Peace Corps) cannot hold a candle tc Henry
Der’s qualifications. Can‘t go wrong on this one. His strength
is in mobilizing the Chinese-speaking population.

Jerry Enomoto is seeking dppointment to Civil Rights Commission.
Jerry is currently a private consultant and was the first Asian to
serve as Director of Corrections in California. Jerry is a
nationally renowed expert in this field. He served on the
advisory panel to the transition team. Jerry comes from the
central valley. He is Bob Matsui’s person who is highly regarded
by the Japanese Americans nationally because of his role as X
political director during the redress campaign. A very active and
committed Democrat. Good central valley appointiment.
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Lon Hatamiya is seeking appointment to Sub Cabinet post ip-
Agriculture. A two-time Assembly candidate from the Yuba City
area, Lon has good name I.D. with A/P community and has strong
support from the California agricultural industry. Most Asian
farmers are Republican. His appointment could change this. His
family owns cone of the largest fruit -farms in this area. He is a
Harvard Law School graduate. His wife, Nancy, is Anna EsHoo’s
D.C. Chief of Staff. Nancy was also a Clinton delegate at the

cenvention.

Dennis Eayashi seeks appointment as Deputy Attorney General.
Dennis comes from Northern California and is currently National
Director of JACL. Dennis has the full support of the.National
Asian Pacific Bar Association and is the top priority candidate of
the California Asian legal community. He is one of the best and
brightest Asian attorneys in the country. He is also very close
to Congressman Norman Mineta. Dennis has an impressive legal
career starting with his work with the Asian Law Caucus in the Bay
Area due to his participadtion in such cases as the famous
Korematsu Case, Vietnamese Fisherman issue and other civil rights
issues facing the APA community. He is following Wakabayashi’s
footsteps in becoming a national spokesperson for our community on
civil rights issues. He would be an excellent representative to

work within the Justice Department. -

Bill Hing is seeking a position on the INS Commission. Bill is a
Stanford Law Professor specializing in immigration law. He is a
nationally renowned expert in the field and his expertise has been
utilized by Congressman Howard Berman when Berman carried the
Immigration Reform Act of 1990. He is extremely well respected by
academic and immigration experts around the country and has worked
with Latino groups and other ethnic groups advocating for fair
immigration policies. A good Northérn California appointment from

the academia field.

Howard Hom, Président, Hom & Associates Law Firm. Howard owns one
of the most successful Asian law firms specializing in immigration
law in Southern California. He was part of the Pacific Leadership
Council in L.A. that raised over a half a million dollars for the
DSCC and Lt. Governor Leo McCarthy. His base is in Southern
California. Howard would like to gain experience in the internal
policy area of the INS as Commissioner, Deputy Commissioner,
General Counsel or Executive Associate Commissioner for
Operations. He is also interested in the Assistant Secretary of
State for Consular Affairs under the Department of State Bureau of
Consular Affairs. Howard has much to contribute and has a good
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pulse on thke concerns A/P have about the existing immigration
policies. Immigration policies are very important to a large
number of A/P residents. This appointment can help the Democrats
win over these new citizens.

John Buang, Executive Vice President of Lippo Bank, is the
political power that advises the Riady Family on issues and where
to make contributions. They invested heavily in the Clinton
campaign. Jobn is the Riady Family’s top priority for placement
because he is like one of their own. The faxily knows the
Clintons on a first-nams basis because they made a huge investment
in Arkansas when they built their bank there. John has become an
institution on his own right among the Asian business and
grassroots community. John is one of those rare Asian Democrats
who came from a business background. John pioneered the
coalescing of Asian-issue groups with Asian contributors so that
the community would speak a& one and carry more clout. His
background is in banking.but he comes with a breadth of knowledge
regarding trade relations which would be helpful in the Départment
of Commerce. A good friend of Ron Brown, John’s appointment would
be highly endorsed by the Chinese business community which has
made heavy ceontributions to the campaign as well as the grassroots
political activists who appreciate John’s efforts to bring the two
factions together. John is a new breed of Asian Democrat-who will
help the A/P community become as effective as the Jewish
constituents within the political arena.

Gloria Ochca, former Santa Barbara County Supervisor and
congressicnal candidate in 1992 is iInterested in the Asgsistant
Secretary of Department, HUD. Very savvy politically and has a
national base with the Filipino American community. Gloria has
excellent judiciary credentials and. even worked for the Senate
Judiciary Committee in California. Filipinos tend to vote
Democratic and are large ir numbers if they would only register to
vote. Ochoa’s appointment-could help mobilize this community
which is the largest APA group in California. Plus. . . she 1s 2
womarn. .

ion in the

Rose Ochi is seeking a top criminal justice policy posit
tment of

Office of Narcotics and Drug Control Policy or the Depar
Justice. Rose is a Bradley person from L.A. with national
credentials in the field of criminal justice which is unique
an Asian woman. Rose is very active in Democratic politics, ran
for Congress in 1986, and has revived the Japanese Democratic Club

for
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in Scuthern California for the Clinton/Gore campaign. She wasg
tapped to serve on the justice cluster team to help With the
transition in 0.C. the past few months. She would be an excellent
woman Asian appointment from Southern California.

Dale ghimaseki is seeking the Regional Coordinator position for
U.S. Department of Education in San Francisco. Carrently, Dale is
Director of Research, Planning and Govermmental Relations for the
City College of San Francisco. Dale hails from Northern
Ccalifornia and gained his expertise as an education specialist
with the California Legislative Analyst Qffice and worked his way
up to becoming chief education consultant to Speaker Willie Brown.
Extremely well known among the California education community,
Dale volunteered his time to establish the first Asian Pacifics in
Higher Education, an organization which includes over 1000 Asian.
education professionals in-California. Education and small
business are the most impertant policy areas for the APA
community. Dale’s appointment will be a tremendous asset to the
Administration because the community will be able to see cne of
their own in a highly visible role in an area that is so
meaningful to them. He is young, extremely bright and the type of
Democrat who works cn politiczl campaigns during his spare time.
He is currently working on his Ph.D.

John, forgive the length of this memo, but I truly feel the -
 Administration will only benefit from these appointments of some =~
of our best and brightest. I will send my own portfolio for a
commission appointment under separate ccver as I feel the above
appointments are most important to secure at this time.

keep in touch. Thanks again for caring.

Sincerely, ////’\
/ A // )

Please

BN

ey
"MAELEY TOM

ce:  Mr. Bruce Lindsey
Mr. David Wilhelm
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Mr. HUANG. I would reluctantly say yes. I would not really boast
myself.

Mr. SHAYS. You're not boasting. But that’s your position and you
are a political power. You do advise them on issues on where to
make contributions, and that last line, “John is the Riady family’s
top priority for placement because he is like one of their own,” in
other words, you are very close to the Riady family.

Mr. HUANG. That is correct, yes.

Mr. SHAYS. Did you know that Ms. Tom was planning on encour-
aging your appointment?

Mr. HUANG. In a general sense, probably yes, because she was
one of the more senior persons in our community.

Mr. SHAYS. Ms. Tom is contacting James Riady about your inter-
est in obtaining an appointment. Was she in contact with James
Riady about your interest in this appointment?

Mr. HUANG. I really don’t know exactly whether she did or she
did not.

Mr. SHAYS. But you stated in previous

Mr. HUANG. I believe she probably did, yes.

Mr. SHAYS. She’s pretty close to the Riadys herself, correct?

Mr. HUANG. No, she is not.

Mr. BURTON. She doesn’t work for the Riadys?

Mr. HuANG. She worked for Riady as a consultant at the Lippo
Bank, but it was not very close though.

Mr. SHAYS. I think it’s a good distinction you’re making. I want
to make sure I don’t put words in your mouth.

She has a working relationship with the Riadys. She was em-
ployed by them through the Lippo Bank. So they know her and she
knows them?

Mr. HuaNG. Not Lippo Bank, but Lippo Group in the United
States.

Mr. SHAYS. The Lippo Group in the United States?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. SHAYS. So they would know each other, but they aren’t nec-
essarily, say, as close as you would be with the family?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct, sir.

Mr. SHAYS. But they have this working relationship?

Mr. HUANG. Congressman, apparently she misstated my position.
I was not an executive vice president for Lippo Bank.

Mr. SHAYS. What were you, just for the record?

Mr. HUANG. If T remember, based on that date I was the vice
chairman and director of the Lippo Bank.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you for clarifying that.

You would be pleased that I am going through many pages of
questions that I'm not asking you, so if you see me doing this, be
grateful.

You got a job working for the Department of Commerce and you
were principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for International Eco-
nomic Policy at the International Trade Administration; is that cor-
rect?

Mr. HUANG. That was correct.

Mr. BURTON. Excuse me, Mr. Shays. Mr. Waxman is not here, we
will go to the next round, and it is your time.
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Mr. SHAYS. Thank you. Would you please describe your respon-
sibilities as the principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for Inter-
national Economic Policy at the International Trade Administra-
tion?

Mr. HUANG. To put it very bluntly and directly, whatever the As-
sistant Secretary does not want to do. So most of the work is like
organizational, personnel-related, budgetary and coordination
among various units in the International Economic Policy.

Mr. SHAYS. How large is IEP at ITA?

Mr. HUANG. It was one of the smallest units. I may misquote the
number for you.

Mr. SHAYS. Give me a range. I have no range. How many person-
nel might you be dealing with?

Mr. HUANG. Maybe a number like 100, something.

Mr. SHAYS. That’s still a lot of people.

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. SHAYS. When you worked in this position, were you ever told
that you were specifically walled off from working on China issues?

Mr. HUANG. I was not. But I learned that later on. In reality,
Congressman Shays, I knew I was not going to work on the China
issues.

Mr. SHAYS. You learned later on that you weren’t to work on Chi-
nese issues by whom? What did you learn later on? Was it through
contacts or through the media?

Mr. HUANG. Through the media, I believe either Mr. Garten’s
testimony——

Mr. SHAYS. He’s the Under Secretary of Commerce?

Mr. HUANG. Under Secretary.

Mr. SHAYS. Usually their responsibility is all the administration
of the department and so on. But he seemed surprised that you
were working on Chinese issues?

Mr. HUANG. That’s what I heard, yes.

Mr. SHAYS. In terms of policy areas, where do you get—did you
get involved in Indonesia? Did you get involved in Taiwan? And did
you get involved in China? Tell me in each of those areas, on pol-
icy.

Mr. HUANG. Basically IEP is involving territorial, which is in the
whole world, divided into probably four or five areas. So whatever
the commercial policies, generally is coming from the IEP. That’s
how it is. There is an area called Asia Pacific area which has its
own Deputy Assistant Secretary.

Mr. SHAYS. You worked for the Lippo Group, and I think you
know there were some who were concerned that you had these ties
to a fairly powerful family in Indonesia. Were you walled off from
dealing with Indonesia?

Mr. HuAaNG. I did not have a direct responsibility for those areas
anyway. I tried to stay away from it myself.

Mr. SHAYS. You made a conscious effort to stay away?

Mr. HUANG. I did not think anybody would stop me from doing
that. My concept for that is, if I had any knowledge, I could be
helpful to everybody. Because of my past experience, I would be
glad to help; that was my position. But nobody advised me in say-
ing, John, don’t touch Indonesia, don’t touch China.
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Mr. SHAYS. There was no understanding when you worked with
the department that, given your involvement with the Lippo
Group, you needed to stay away from Indonesian issues?

Mr. HUANG. At least at that time I did not understand. But I'm
trying to consciously stay away, yes, as much as I could.

Mr. SHAYS. We need to nail this down a little better. Let me be
clear on the question. I just need to know whether in your hiring
you were told that certain areas were off bounds, given your rela-
tionships with a powerful economic and political family in Indo-
nesia who also had significant relations to China.

Mr. HUANG. Not necessarily a geographic area, but I did discuss
trying to stay away from the Lippo.

Mr. SHAYS. Who was that discussion with?

Mr. HUANG. I think it was the general counsel of the Commerce
Department, Ginger Lew. She was the person who advised me that,
yes.

Mr. SHAYS. It was her responsibility to give ethics advice, and
she said not as much Indonesia, but in terms of the Lippo Group,
you needed to stay away from that?

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

If T could also expand, Lippo has interest in other areas, what-
ever Lippo’s involvement was, to try to stay away.

Mr. SHAYS. Your own calendar indicates that you had had sev-
eral meetings with Indonesian officials. I'm not saying the Lippo
Group. Your testimony is that Indonesia was not part of your re-
sponsibility. Was any country part of your responsibility? Is it your
testimony that no country is part of your responsibility?

Mr. HUANG. That’s not true. In the beginning it was that, but
later on I was assigned to Taiwan. The reason is because of my
background. I grew up in Taiwan and spent about 20 years there.
I served in the Chinese Air Force in Taiwan as a reserve officer.
The reason I got that area is, China was responsible, was taken
over by another unit, somebody should be spearheading on Taiwan,
so you have two separate teams.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. Would you like me to do a little questioning here
for a while?

Mr. SHAYS. That would be fine.

Mr. BURTON. Let me followup, Mr. Huang, on Mr. LaTourette’s
questions. You went to Taiwan. Who did you meet with during that
Taiwan trip?

Mr. HUANG. Basically private businessmen, in particular the per-
son called—excuse me. It will come to me in a second. Mr. Kenneth
Hsui.

Mr. BURTON. What was the purpose of that meeting?

Mr. HUANG. During my role for the Democratic party in trying
to see whether it would be interesting, I understand he is an Amer-
ican citizen, although he lived in Taiwan; and he and I knew each
other, and I was trying to see whether he would be interested in
making a contribution to the Democratic party.

Mr. BURTON. Did you ask him to solicit other contributions?

Mr. HUANG. No. The reason is that he himself was very well off.
He would be the only one I needed at that time.

Mr. BURTON. How much were you expecting him to give?
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Mr. HUANG. Approximately half a million dollars.

Mr. BUrTON. Half a million dollars?

Mr. HUANG. Right.

Mr. BURTON. Can you broaden your answer there to tell us, you
were in Taiwan for some time. I have been over there myself many
times, and there is a whole bunch of people that you meet with.

Were there any other people that you met with that were inter-
ested in contributing and did you mention it to anybody else? And
who all did you meet with? I know you probably won’t recall all of
them but you know the significant ones.

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Chairman, during that period of time, you know
President Lee was first being elected as the President of Taiwan,
and there was an inauguration event over there. A lot of people
were coming from overseas there. A lot of people coming from Tai-
wan were there, also. For instance

Mr. BURTON. You were interested in raising money for the Demo-
crat party and so you talked to this one gentleman and were hop-
ing that he would give a half a million dollars and you're saying
he was a U.S. citizen so he would have been legally entitled to con-
tribute?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. BURTON. Is he the only person you talked to about raising
money over there?

Mr. HUANG. No. No, I was more or less exploring the opportuni-
ties through some friends who might be able to introduce me to
more people.

Mr. BURTON. Those people that you talked to over there, were
they American citizens?

Mr. HUANG. They were American citizens, yes.

Mr. BurTON. Did you talk to anybody that were not American
citizens about contributing?

Mr. HUANG. No. If they were not an American, I did not ask for
a contribution or a donation to the party.

Mr. BURTON. Did you talk to them in any way about giving
money?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. BURTON. In late 1996 did you stay in Charlie Trie’s Water-
gate apartment for a period of time?

Mr. HUANG. As I testified yesterday I believe——

Mr. BURTON. You did stay in his apartment?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. BURTON. How long did you stay there?

Mr. HUANG. Maybe around a week or two at the most.

Mr. BURTON. Do you know why you were staying there?

Mr. HUANG. I think the—during that period of time there was a
subpoena being served on me by Judicial Watch in trying to find
out the full situation for the Commerce Department, and I was
really staying around different places.

Mr. BURTON. You didn’t want to be served with a subpoena?

Mr. HUANG. No, I was really wondering why I was being served
with a subpoena at the beginning and why I got involved.

Mr. BURTON. You were staying there in order to not be served?

Mr. HUANG. I was not trying to avoid being served. Actually my
counsel, legal counsel had already received it, was doing that for
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me. But basically the media was hounding me. If I continued stay-
ing at my father-in-law’s place in Silver Spring, people were going
to continue to harass that place. Basically I was avoiding that part,
not on the legal requirements.

Mr. BURTON. You weren’t trying to hide out so you wouldn’t get
served?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir, I was not.

Mr. BURTON. Did you stay with any other friends or acquaint-
ances during that period, during the finance scandal when it first
became public?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, I also stayed with my brother-in-law for a few
days.

Mr. BURTON. That was for the same reason, that you didn’t
want——

Mr. HUANG. That was the same reason and also my father’s
friends, in I think Potomac or Rockville, MD.

Mr. BURTON. You were moving around to different locations?

Mr. HUANG. A few days here, a few days there. I regret I did that
but I really had no choice at that time. I did not want to have my
family and relatives being harassed by the media. I did not really
try to go around to avoid a subpoena, no.

Mr. BURTON. It was because of the media and not because you
didn’t want to be served?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct, sir, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. In late October and early November, there is a
large volume of telephone contact between you and Charlie Trie. At
this point Trie had not been identified as a part of the campaign
fundraising scandal. For example, on October 28, Trie called you
five times. On the 29th, Trie called you twice. On the 30th, Trie
called you once. On the 31st, he called you five times. On Novem-
ber 9, he called you. On December 24th he called you three times.
Do you recall what you were talking to Mr. Trie about?

Mr. HUANG. Was that a call to my home in Los Angeles? I just
want to be specific on that, sir.

Mr. BURTON. I'm not sure whether they were to your home but
they were to you, wherever you were.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I'm happy to yield you my time if Mr.
Waxman is passing.

Mr. BURTON. They were different phone numbers, I have been
told by my staff.

Mr. HuaNG. Mr. Chairman, I'm not sure I had that many con-
Eersations with him. Even though I had some conversations with

im.

Mr. BURTON. Do you recall any of those conversations?

Mr. HUANG. It would not be any significant. Probably emphasiz-
ing my manners.

Mr. BURTON. That seems strange to me, Mr. Huang, because he
called you 5, 7, 8, 13, 14, 17, 17 times in that timeframe; 17 times.
There must have been some reason for him to call you, and you
don’t recall at all?
hMr. HuaNG. I really don’t know. I can’t give you any answer for
that.

Mr. BURTON. What were you and Charlie Trie—what would you
talk about? What were you talking about? Did you talk about
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friends or relatives? Campaign fundraising, what, when you did
talk to him?

Mr. HUANG. I really need to look at those lists, maybe I can give
you a better answer for that.

Mr. BURTON. I'm not even talking about those calls. When you
did talk to Mr. Trie, you were not a close personal friend. You were
an associate as far as raising campaign funds, were you not?

Mr. HuaNG. That’s correct. Also he subscribed to my idea, trying
to work on something for the Asian American community as well.
We had similar goals in helping Asia Pacific Americans.

Mr. BURTON. Were you in telephone contact with anyone from
the Lippo Group during that period of time when these 17 phone
calls took place?

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Chairman, it is possible. I don’t recall at this
time.

Mr. BURTON. You don’t recall that, either? You don’t recall any
of these 17 phone calls, and you don’t recall whether or not you
talked about the Lippo Group.

Mr. HUANG. At this moment, no.

Mr. BURTON. Let me go on to the next question. We'll come back
to that. Did you ever discuss with Charlie Trie whether you were
going to mention his name to the media or to investigators? Did
you ever talk to him about or did he ever ask you about, are you
going to talk to the media about me or are you going to talk to the
investigators about me?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t think so, no. To mention about Mr. Trie’s
name.

Mr. BURTON. Did you ever talk about, did Charlie say, hey, John,
don’t mention me, or are you going to mention me to the media?

Mr. HUANG. That answer is no.

Mr. BURTON. You never talked to him about that.

Mr. HUANG. At that time, no.

Mr. BURTON. Well, at any time.

Mr. HUANG. No, not that I recall, no.

Mr. BURTON. Not that you recall?

Mr. HUANG. No.

Mr. BURTON. Did you discuss any contributions that Charlie Trie
had made?

Mr. HUANG. At any time, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. BURTON. We're talking about after the campaign finance
scandal started.

Mr. HUANG. I do remember there was one occasion he talked to
me, more or less in a general sense trying to clarify the campaign
contributions, the rule situation. More specifically, if I remember
correctly, he said is the money coming from him go to a third party
and then being given, was that OK or not.

Mr. BURTON. That’s the only time that you can recall?

Mr. HUANG. That time, yes.

Mr. BURTON. Let me go back to the phone calls. On October 10,
you talked to Mr. Trie for 13 minutes. On October 10th, you talked
to him again for 10 minutes. On October 28, you talked to him for
11 minutes twice. On October 29 you talked to him for 19 minutes.
On October 30, you talked to him for 7 minutes. On October 31,
you talked to him for 11 minutes, 15 minutes, both times. On Octo-
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ber 31, you talked to him for 7 minutes and 5 minutes. And on No-
vember 22, you talked to him for 9 minutes. And you don’t remem-
ber any of those calls? These weren’t just little bitty calls. They
were pretty lengthy.

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Chairman, I did say I don’t recall what I was
talking to him. I did not say I did not talk to him on that. First
of all, some of the conversation probably, I can respond to you. I
was receiving the Judicial Watch subpoena. The media was trying
to hound me. Maybe there was some conversation talking to him,
can I stay there, when am I coming there, can he pick me up from
certain places and come to his place. Actually he did take me from
a certain area to a certain area. He was very helpful to me on that
part. Within that timeframe, I'm pretty sure certain conversations
that related to that direction.

Mr. BURTON. They are pretty lengthy phone conversations not to
be more recalled. Let me ask you this. Did you ever talk to Charlie
Trie about whether or not he should leave the country?

Mr. HUANG. That, I did not.

Mr. BURTON. You did not talk to him about that, in any of these
phone calls?

Mr. HUANG. No, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Since there is no one here, I will yield myself 5
more minutes. Since the meeting began and we started asking you
questions, we were told that you weren’t very close to Charlie Trie.
I mean, if he was chauffeuring you around and you were on the
phone with him this much, it sounds like you were pretty close,
and you said he was very helpful to you and you appreciated that.
What do you mean by you weren’t very close to him and you
weren’t his friend?

Mr. HUANG. Relatively speaking compared to some of the friends.
I'm not saying he was not my friend. He was my friend. I believe
he would consider me as his friend, since 1994, June 1994. But I
knew him a little better because in 1996, my career with the DNC.
I knew him much better that way, a little closer.

Mr. BURTON. When you would call him and talk to him for 15
minutes and 15 more minutes, you can’t recall what you talked to
him about then but when he picked you up and drove you around
to these different places, like your brother-in-law’s, his apartment,
your father-in-law’s, whatever it was, what did you guys talk
about? If you can give me a rough idea. How much time did you
spend together?

Mr. HUANG. Mr. Chairman, if I can best recollect on this, the
topic of conversation all centered, the event happened on me at
that time.

Mr. BURTON. Let me go on to the Hsi Lai Temple. Did you see
Don Fowler at the temple on the morning of the event?

Mr. HUANG. Yes, he was there.

Mr. BURTON. He was the head of the DNC at the time?

Mr. HUANG. At Hsi Lai Temple, yes.

Mr. BURTON. Did he express any concerns to you about the loca-
tion of the event?

Mr. HuANG. He did not.

Mr. BURTON. He didn’t say that he was concerned about it?

Mr. HUANG. Not that I remember on that.
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Mr. BURTON. Please give me a general description of the event.
What did it look like, how did it take place? When did Vice Presi-
dent Gore arrive? What did he do, what did he say and that sort
of thing?

Mr. HuaNG. I will try my best. Hopefully I don’t omit a key part
to you. The temple is quite large, as you might have known al-
ready. There were a lot of followers in that temple. There were wel-
coming teams right outside the front gate of the temple. A high
school band was there also in welcoming the Vice President’s en-
tourage at that time. Once he was escorted in, they would go to a
small room first, like a holding room, and would follow inside the
courtyard, doing a hosting, a welcoming session. Then he was more
or less touring the whole compound. The compound looks like at
least a few basketball courtyards on that.

Mr. BURTON. Do you recall the remarks, what kind of remarks
he gave, what he said?

Mr. HUANG. During that tour and welcoming session, he did not
really make any comments. More or less people were welcoming
him. He was going through the temple to pay respects to the tem-
ple.

Mr. BURTON. Did the meal take place right after the tour and
then before he spoke?

Mr. HUANG. The lunch? The lunch was afterwards, yes. The
luncheon place, which is in the underground of the main temple.

Mr. BURTON. After the meal in the temple dining hall, there were
a number of people who said a few words, right?

Mr. HUANG. Are you talking about at the meal?

Mr. BURTON. Yes.

Mr. HUANG. Yes.

Mr. BURTON. Did Congressman Matsui speak at the event?

Mr. HuaNG. He did.

Mr. BURTON. Did he make any mention of how much money was
going to be raised or would be raised at the event?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t recall him mentioning that, sir.

Mr. BURTON. You don’t recall that?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t recall that.

Mr. BURTON. Did he make any statement to the effect that they
had checked with the lawyers and that it was OK to have the event
at the temple?

Mr. HUANG. I certainly don’t remember he said something like
that.

Mr. BURTON. Are you aware that several of the attendees at the
event said that one of the speakers made comments to the effect,
a number of people who were there said that one of the speakers
said it was OK to have it there and that a lot of money had been
raised. You don’t recall anybody saying that?

Mr. HUANG. Certainly I don’t recall anybody saying that.

Mr. BURTON. If someone said that, would they be incorrect or you
just don’t recall?

Mr. HuaNG. I didn’t say they were. I just don’t recall that, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Did the Hsi Lai Temple pay for all the costs of the
event?
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Mr. HUANG. My best recollection is they were paying for all the
costs for the event. But they were supposed to submit a cost break-
down. But somehow that thing did not come through in time.

Mr. BURTON. They in effect did pay for all of it?

Mr. HUANG. That is correct.

Mr. BURTON. Did you arrange for the temple to be paid for their
expenses? Were you trying to arrange for them to be repaid for the
expenses?

Mr. HUANG. I cannot remember exactly what I did, but as I just
said, there is communication with them saying come up with a cost
of the event, but that cost somehow was never—never came
through to us.

Mr. BURTON. I see my time is expired. Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I will pass on this round of ques-
tions.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman passes.

Let me read this here.

At the conclusion of the event on April 29, how much money had
they raised?

Mr. HUANG. On that particular day, I do not really know.

Mr. BURTON. According to our records, it was around $45,000.

Mr. HUANG. It was a small amount, yes.

Mr. BURTON. After the event, did you talk to Richard Sullivan
about how much the event had raised?

Mr. HUANG. I did not remember I talked to him for the exact
amount that had been raised.

Mr. BURTON. You didn’t talk to him about how much money had
been raised?

Mr. HuaNG. However, he did expect me to conclude that and
bring some money back.

Mr. BURTON. What did Mr. Sullivan say?

Mr. HUANG. To try to wrap it up, he needed me to go back, bring
some money back. There was no specific amount at that time.

Mr. BURTON. But he said he wanted more money than that?

Mr. HUANG. No, I did not even mention to him about $45,000 yet
at that moment, I don’t believe.

Mr. BURTON. Did you talk to anybody about how much had been
raised?

Mr. HUANG. Not to anybody in the DNC, no.

Mr. BURTON. Anybody at all? I mean, did you talk to anybody be-
sides people at the DNC?

Mr. HUANG. I, sir, don’t recall. However, Mr. Chairman, there is
a target goal for the fundraising for Vice President Gore’s visit in
southern California, L.A.

Mr. BURTON. What was the target goal?

Mr. HUANG. Somewhere around $200,000, $250,000.

Mr. BURTON. Did Sullivan tell you he was disappointed with the
amount that you had raised at that event?

Mr. HUANG. Certainly he did not tell me in person. If I remember
he made—I said, that’s all I raised. He said, that’s OK, you know.

Mr. BURTON. He did not tell you that he was disappointed?

Mr. HUANG. Not that I recall he ever said that, sir, in that lan-
guage.
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Mr. BURTON. Mr. Sullivan gave us a deposition, and he says—
did he tell you that he was disappointed? You just don’t recall that?

Mr. HUANG. I just don’t recall that, sir.

Mr. BURTON. That’s strange. Because, I mean, you were in
charge of the event, and he was one of the key people at the fi-
nance department there. If he said he was disappointed, he
wouldn’t want to lose face, wouldn’t you say something to him? You
just don’t remember.

Mr. HUANG. I still don’t remember that, yeah.

Mr. BURTON. Did Sullivan tell you that he had expected more
money from the event considering the trouble that you had had in
arranging it at the temple?

Mr. HUANG. No, as I indicated, Mr. Chairman, there’s target
goals set it up earlier about $200,000, $250,000.

Mr. BURTON. Did he tell you that he wanted to make the DNC’s
end-of-the-month fundraising numbers look good and he wanted
more money out of the event? And did he tell you that he expected
more money from the event?

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. HUANG. I sir, don’t recall. I would assume I myself was not
quite happy with the amount being raised.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Sullivan said once again that he did tell you
that. In his deposition he told us that. And he also said that in
April he wanted to hit the ball out of the ballpark, so to speak, by
raising a lot of money. Did Sullivan ask you if you had any con-
tributions that had not yet come in that were outstanding and did
he ask you to raise more? Did he say, is there more money coming
in or

Mr. HUANG. I believe I already raised—testified I would raise
more money anyway.

Mr. BURTON. Did you do that at the temple? Did you tell him
that at the temple?

Mr. HUANG. Not from the temple, no.

Mr. BURTON. So you didn’t say anything to him at the temple
about you would raise more money because it didn’t reach what
you wanted.

Mr. HuANG. Not that I recall. Mr. Sullivan was not there, by the
way.

Mr. BURTON. Did you have a telephone conversation with him?

Mr. HUANG. I had a telephone conversation. That’s afterwards,
though.

Mr. BURTON. Was that from the temple?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t believe so. It probably could have been from
my home.

Mr. BURTON. As I understand it, according to Mr. Sullivan’s tes-
timony right after the event there was a telephone call and you two
talked. You don’t recall that?

Mr. HUANG. I do recall I talked to him, but I cannot place the
time right at this moment, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. You don’t recall talking to him about the amount
of money or the disappointment or any of that?

Mr. HuANG. Not in the exactly words you're saying, Mr. Chair-
man.




506

Mr. BURTON. Did Sullivan ask you to get some California money
in and, if so, what did that mean to you? In other words, did he
say get some money in from California? And, if he did, what did
that mean to you?

Mr. HUANG. I don’t know whether he did it or not, but what he
means is try to bring as much money as possible back.

Mr. BURTON. Did he mean from Lippo connections in California
or Asian Americans from California or do you know what he
meant?

Mr. HUANG. Whatever the event I—transpired at that time, you
know, whatever you can collect from the group over there.

Mr. BURTON. How did your discussion with Mr. Sullivan end on
the telephone? Did you promise him on the telephone you would
raise more money?

Mr. HUANG. I did say I'll bring a good sum of money back this
time.

Mr. BURTON. Well, if you said that, why wouldn’t you remember
that he was disappointed in the amount of money that was raised?

Mr. HuaNG. No, I just did not say—I didn’t say that way, Mr.
Chairman. I did not remember exactly what he was saying that
way. But I do know all—for all intent and purpose we want to raise
as much money as possible.

Mr. BUrTON. OK. You'll have to excuse me. We have—I have to
take about a 3-minute break here. I have to make an emergency
phone call.

Would you care to take the Chair?

Mr. SHAYS. I would be happy to take the Chair.

Mr. BURTON. I'll let Mr. Shays take the Chair.

Mr. SHAYS. Just give me the gavel.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Shays, it’s your round.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman. I have a couple.

Mr. SHAYS. It is Mr. Waxman’s time. I would be happy to give
him time.

Mr. BURTON. I thought he had passed, but Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WAXMAN. At the previous round. I won’t take much time. I'll
let you get back to your questions. I want to clean up a few things.

Mr. SHAYS [presiding]. Do you want to hit the clock?

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Huang, on this Hsi Lai Temple event, did you
look at it in terms of what’s called a maintenance event? Have you
ever heard that term, maintenance event? Community event to——

Mr. HUANG. The community event, yes.

Mr. WAXMAN. By a community event—or I have even heard this
term maintenance event. It’'s an event not to raise money but to de-
velop good will and reach out to the community, maybe in the
hopes later of raising money from members there by establishing
some positive contacts. Is that an accurate statement?

Mr. HUANG. That’s accurate, yes.

Mr. WAXMAN. The other thing I wanted to mention, these con-
versations you had with Mr. Trie and Mr. Sullivan, those were over
3 years ago, weren’t they?

Mr. HUANG. That’s correct.

Mr. WAXMAN. You were being asked to remember details of those
conversations. Mr. Trie was not a social friend of yours, as I believe
you testified, is that right?
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Mr. HUuANG. However, he was—that time in 1996, you know, I
was in D.C. working for the DNC. Certainly I have some more con-
tact with him occasionally, many, many years prior.

Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you very much.

I just wanted to get those clarifications in there. Yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you.

I recognize myself for 5 minutes.

On September 26, 1994, you were working for the Commerce De-
partment; and you were scheduled to meet with Miss Kristoff.
Records indicate that you entered the White House compound at
5:42. Does Kristoff refer to Sandy Kristoff at the NSC?

Let me—maybe what we do is put up exhibit 174, which is just
the White House visits. This would be 1 of the 43 times I'm assum-
ing that you while employed with the Department of Commerce
you met with the—in the White House. And it’s on page 4 I think
we want to put up. Could you get that for me. The question is, who
is Kristoff?

[Exhibit 174 follows:]
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John Huang’s Visits to White House

DATE  APPT. TIME VISITEE ~‘REQUESTOR LOCATION
Actual Enter/Exit

3/15/93 8:00 am Potus Spangler Residence
8:50/10:11

3/24/93 10:30 am Wee Wee OEOB 141
10:31/no TOD

4/12/93 2:22 pm Neel Spinning OEOB 274
2:22/no TOD

4/13/93 1:50 pm Yee Yee OEOB 141
11:38/1:35

4/13/93 1:55 pm Yee Yee OEOB 141
No TOA or
POA

4/13/93 2:30 pm Dickey Dickey East Wing
2:02/no TOD

4/16/93 2:30 pm Dickey Derricotte East Wing
2:19/3:57

4/19/93 10:45 am Rubin McLaughlin West Wing
10:44/n0 TOD

5/3/93 5:30 pm Potus Dickey Residence
4:32/no TOD

5/21/93 | 4:00 pm Potus Spangler Residence
2:35/no TOD

6/7/93 3:00 pm Middleton Johnson West Wing
3:22/no TOD

6/7/93 3:00 pm Dickey Derricotte East Wing
No TOA or
POA

6/11/93 1:30 pm Johnson Johnson West Wing
2:06/no TOD
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6/21/93

10:30 am
No TOA or
POA

Middleton

Johnson

West Wing

6/23/93

9:45 am
9:39/n0 TOD

Dickey

Dupyea

East Wing

6/24/93

3:30 pm
No TOA or
POA

Holt

Holt

East Wing

6/28/93

11:30 am
11:07/no TOD

Johnson

Johnson

West Wing

6/28/93

3:00 pm
3:20/ no TOD

Dickey

Dickey

East Wing

7/20/93

11:30 am
11:19/n0 TOD

Middleton

Johnson

West Wing

7/20/93

1:15 pm
1:58/4:49

Dickey

Derricotte

East Wing

8/2/93

1:30 pm
12:37/1:39

Potus

Fine

Residence

9/24/93

11:00 am
No TOA or
POA

Dickey

Derricotte

East Wing

9124193

11:00 am
No TOA or
POA

Quinn

Hopkins

OEOB 276

10/14/93

12:00 pm
6:06/no TOD

Potus

Griffin

South Grounds

11/3/93

5:30 pm
5:09/n0 TOD

Potus

Dickey

Blueroom

1/5/94

6:30 pm
6:07 /12:28

Potus

Spangler

East Wing

1/6/94

3:00 pm
3:44/7:32

VP

McAfee

OEOB 474

1/21/94

3:30 pm
3:42/n0 TOD

Riley

Riley

OEOB %4
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3/16/94 1:00 pm Dickey Raines East Wing
1:00/no TOD

3/16/94 2:30 pm Matsui Nishikawa OEOB 122
No TOA or
POA

3/16/94 3:00 pm Middleton Ewing West Wing
2:59/no TOD

3/16/94 3:30 pm Matsui Nishikawa OEOB 122
No TOA or
POA

4/19/94 5:40 pr/ 8:15 | Potus Spangler Residence

4/20/94 3:00 pm Matsui Nishikawa OEOB 122
2:57/mo TOD

4/22/94 9:00 am Middleton Ewing West Wing
No TOA or
POA

5/4/94 4:30 pm Middleton Ewing West Wing
4:24/ no TOD

5/10/94 2:30 pm Dickey Dickey East Wing
2:30/5:19

5/10/94 4:45 pm Matsui Nishikawa OEOB 122
4:50/no TOD

5/20/94 | 9:30 am VP Nishikawa OEOB 272
10:03/no TOD

5/20/94 | 9:30 am Middleton Ewing West Wing
9:26/n0 TOD

5/20/94 | 2:00 pm Matsui Wexler OEOB 450
2:24/7:24

5/25/94 3:00 pm Nishikawa Nishikawa OEOB 122
3:06/n0 TOD

6/13/94 8:30 am Potus Dickey South Grounds
No TOA or
POA
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6/21/94

